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FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT OF 1960 


TUESDAY, MARCH 1, 1960 


Hovuse or REPRESENTATIVES, 
ComMITTEE ON Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, in room 1302, New House 
Office Building, at 10:25 a.m., Hon. George H. Fallon (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Fatxon. Ladies and gentlemen, the Subcommittee on Roads of 
the Public Works Committee is meeting today for the consideration 
of the authorization for the A-B-C roads for 1962 and 1963. I am 
sorry that we do not have a better attendance here this morning. I 
hope the absence of the members here shows that they have confidence 
in the members who are sitting here, and also confidence in the pro- 

am. We hope that by the time we get underway more members will 

here. The bills we will take up are H.R.10495 and similar 
H.R. 10651. 
(H.R. 10495 follows :) 


[H.R. 10495, 86th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To authorize appropriations for the fiscal years 1962 and 1963 for the construc- 
tion of certain highways in accordance with title 23 of the United States Code, and 
for other purposes 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 

of America in Congress assembled, 


SHORT TITLE 
Section 1. This Act may be cited as the “Federal Highway Act of 1960.” 


AUTHORIZATIONS 


Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of title 23 of the United 
States Code the following sums are hereby authorized to be appropriated : 

(1) For the Federal-aid primary system and the Federal-aid secondary 
system and for their extension within urban areas, $925,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending June 30, 1962, and $925,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1963. The sums authorized in this paragraph for each fiscal year shall be 
available for expenditure as follows: 

(A) 45 per centum for projects under the Federal-aid primary system; 

(B) 30 per centum for projects on the Federal-aid secondary system ; 

(C) 25 per centum for projects on extensions of Federal-aid primary and 
Federal-aid secondary systems within urban areas. 

(2) For forest highways, $33,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, 
and $33,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963. 

(83) For forest development roads and trails, $30,000,000 for the fiseal year 
ending June 30, 1962, and $30,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963. 

(4) For park roads and trails, $18,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 
30, 1962, and $18,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963. 

(5) For parkways, $16,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1962, and 
$16,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963. 
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(6) For Indian reservation roads and bridges, $12,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1962, and $12,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963. 

(7) For public lands highays, $3,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 
1962, and $3,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1963. 


DEFINITIONS 


Sec. 3. For the purposes of section 2 of this Act each of the following terms 
shall have the same meaning as is given it in section 101 of title 23 of the United 
States Code: 

(1) Forest development roads and trails; 
(2) Forest highway ; 

(3) Indian reservation roads and bridges; 
(4) Park roads and trails; 

(5) Parkway: 

(6) Public lands highways; 

(7) Federal-aid primary system: 

(8) Federal-aid secondary system :‘ 

(9) Urban area. 


AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 23 


Sec. 4. (a) Subsection (c) of section 129 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out “under prior Acts”. 

(b) The first sentence of section 203 of title 23, United States Code, is 
amended by striking out “Funds now authorized” and inserting in lieu thereof 
“Funds authorized”. 

Mr. Fation. Therefore we will start the hearing this morning and 
our first witness is Mr. David H. Stevens, president of the American 
Association of State Highway Officials. 

Mr. Stevens, I want to welcome you back again. You were here 
just a week or so ago. 

Mr. Stevens, in the past your predecessors have made a very fine 
contribution to the hearings before this committee, and to the further- 
ance of the road program of the United States. On behalf of the 
committee I do again want to welcome you as a representative of the 
State Highway Officials. 


STATEMENT OF DAVID H. STEVENS, CHAIRMAN, MAINE HIGHWAY 
COMMISSION, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF STATE 
HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


Mr. Srevens. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Gentlemen of the committee, my name is David H. Stevens, chair- 
man of the State Highway Commission of Maine, and I have the 
honor of appearing before you today as the 48th president of the 
American Association of State Highway Officials. 

In this latter capacity, I am speaking officially for the several State 
highway departments that have carried out the Federal-aid road 
programs that have been authorized by the Congress since the begin- 
ning of Federal-aid highways in 1916. 

This testimony reflects the views of the State highway departments 
on H.R. 10495, and is based on the current policy statement that was 
developed and unanimously adopted by the chief administrative of- 
ficers of the several State highway departments at the last annual 
meeting of our association at Boston, Mass., on October 11, 1959. 

We note that H.R. 10495, introduced by the Honorable George 
H. Fallon, chairman of the Roads Subcommittee, is a biennial au- 
thorization for the 1962 and 1963 fiscal years for the ABC Federal-aid 
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highway systems and for the several classes of roads in the public 
domain. We recognize Chairman Fallon as a strong supporter of 
adequate highways and an outstanding authority on the subject. 

We note that the amounts authorized in the bill coincide exactly 
with those authorized for these systems and roads in the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1958, for the 1961 fiscal year. 

It was the unanimous hope of the administrative heads of the State 
highway departments that the Congress could see its way clear to 
increase the total of the A~B-C sathortaations $25 million annually 
until it reached the $1 billion per year figure. This is in accordance 
with discussions and statements by Members of Congress during the 
formulation period of the current enlarged highway program. We 
believe such an annual increase is justified in light of increasing 
needs on the A-B-C systems. 

Mr. Chairman, we also note that this hearing has been expanded 
to include H.R. 10651, introduced by Congressman Clark of this com- 
mittee. The hearing was on H.R. 10495 originally. We are glad to 
note, however, that the hearing has been expanded for the purpose 
of including the bill by Congressman Clark, and this bill is in line 
with the action taken by our association in connection with the A~-B-—C 
program authorizations. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Stevens, are you aware of the President’s recom- 
mendation for the amount of the A~B-C appropriation for the 2 years 
1962 and 1963? The President’s recommendation in the budget mes- 
sage was that it was to be held at $900 million for those 2 years. 

Mr. Srevens. We are aware of that, Mr. Chairman, and the state- 
ments which we make included in the prepared statement I am now 
reading, were made in recognition of that fact. 

The following is an excerpt from the current policy statement of 
our association : 

That the A-B-C Federal-aid programs be continued on a basis of $25 million 
annual incremental increase until it reaches $1 billion per year. After that time 
the matter should be further evaluated. 

The A-B-C program is essential to this country, and it has a very 
stimulating and stabilizing effect on highway development through- 
out the United States. It aids the State highway departments in 
keeping improvements on the various highway systems in balance. 

The State highway departments concur with the present percentage 
division of the total ABC authorizations between the Federal-aid pri- 
mary system, the Federal-aid secondary system, and the extensions of 
these systems in urban areas. 

We also agree with and endorse the present matching provisions 
for the A-B-C program. 

In regard to the various classes of roads in public domain areas, the 
following is an excerpt from our current policy statement: 

That apportionment in the full amount of the authorizations for all public 


domain roads should be made and utilized, and such funds should not come 
from the trust fund. 


We observe, in passing, that a recent ruling on a point of order on 
the floor of the House of Representatives prevented the use of high- 


way trust funds for the financing of forest highways and public lands 
highways projects. 
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The State highway departments at the Boston meeting also 
unanimously opposed the extension to Federal-aid projects on other 
Federal-aid systems of the Davis-Bacon provisions that are currently 
applied to Interstate System projects. 

As you know, an insuflicient amount of moneys in sight in the trust 
fund to liquidate obligations in the total amount of current Federal- 
aid highway apportionments to the State highway departments 
brought into existence a control procedure limiting the rate of obliga- 
tions that is termed “reimbursement planning” or “contract control.” 
This procedure applies to both A~B-C and Interstate projects. 

The State highway departments reluctantly accept this as a tem- 
porary expedient for an interim period, but hope that “contract au- 
thority” and prompt reimbursement of Federal funds to the States, 
which has been in effect since 1916, will be restored at the earliest 

he right of the States to have the initiative in moving projects to 
contract that are within the official apportionment of funds 1s vital for 
the proper planning and the efficient construction of the road pro- 
gram, as well as the proper utilization of our own personnel and the 
contracting industry. 

It is necessary in order that the State may arrange its own financing 
to coordinate with the Federal program, as well as to maintain an 
adequate and balanced organization. 

In the past, once an official apportionment has been made to a State, 
those funds are available for obligation at the initiation of the State, 
and the Federal funds have been forthcoming to promptly reimburse 
the State when the work has been done. This procedure is known as 
contract authority. 

It is our hope that the Congress may see its way clear at any early 
date to give substance to its declared intent to build this enlarged high- 
way program on schedule without interruption, and without super- 
imposed regulations that hamper a State in planning and carrying on 
an orderly program to asc an adequate highway transportation 
system. 

The total money value of all Federal-aid construction contracts 
awarded during the 1959 calendar year, which includes both State and 
Federal funds, is $2,663,183,000. The figure for the 1958 calendar 
year was $3,548,814,000, and the figure for 1957 was $2,434,865,000. 
These amounts cover construction contracts only, and do not include 
expenditures and obligations for rights-of-way and ing eg) 

ou will note that the State highway departments were building 
up their capacity for awarding Federal-aid contracts in accordance 
with the growth of the program, but during the past calendar year, 
due to the limitation of funds and the imposition of control over 
obligations during a portion of this past calendar year, the amount of 
contracts awarded have declined. 

Mr. Briatntx. Mr. Chairman, is it proper to ask a question on this 
particular point? I dislike to interrupt. 

Mr. Mr. Blatnik. 

Mr. Buiarntk. I am very concerned with the restrictive situation in 
which the State highway departments find themselves. 

You state here : 
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You will note that the State highway departments were building up their 
capacity for awarding Federal-aid contracts in accordance with the growth of 
the program * * *, 
but are now operating at a lower level. 

Can we get more precise figures on what approximate percentage 
of the State highway departments’ capacities and those of the con- 
tracting industry are now being utilized? We do not need the answer 
for the moment, but would it be possible to get more precise and de- 
tailed figures on that ? 

Mr. Srevens. I think we can get that information for you, Con- 
gressman Blatnik, and we would be glad to do so and furnish it for 
the record, if you wish. 

Mr. Brarnik. In discussing this matter last November with our 
Minnesota highway commissioner I understood they were geared up to 
a level ready to be operating at a peak capacity, and suddenly they 
find they are operating 30 percent below capacity, which means they 
have undergone an unnecessary expenditure. If anything like that is 
taking place in the construction industry, all of the idle machinery 
and capacity involved there will cost us a lot of money. 

Mr. Stevens. We will be glad to file that statement for your record, 
if you would like to have it ? 

(See page 23.) 

Mr. Thank you. 

Mr. Stevens. The amount of money actually expended during the 
1959 calendar year for road work is not a drastic reduction, since the 
actual expenditures follow obligations by a period of about 18 to 20 
months. The drastic reduction in the road program will be felt after 
January 1, 1961. 

It now appears that we will have “Reimbursement Planning” or 
“Contract Control” for at least another 18 months. 

Mr. Scuerer. Excuse me. 

Mr. Fatuon. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerer. We are going to have that contract control for an- 
other 18 months because there is not sufficient money in the trust fund. 
Isn’t that basically the reason why we have contract control? 

Mr. Srevens. That is as I understand it, Congressman. 

Mr. Scurrer. And the reason why we do not have enough money in 
the trust fund is because Congress last year did not provide suf- 
ficient funds to keep the construction program and the level of con- 
struction at that provided by the 1956 act. Is that not right ? 

Mr. Srevens. That is correct, as I understand it, sir. 

Mr. Biarnix. At that point may I say that is not the reason. That 
may be a reason. Another reason is because Congress failed to divert 
additional excise tax from automobile accessories and funds already 
going into the general fund, which would have been more than 
enough to make up for the deficiency without imposing a further gaso- 
line tax. I agree with you it is a reason, but it is not the reason. I 
have a second reason. 

Mr. Scuerer. Wait a minute. I think you misunderstood me, Mr. 
Blatnik. I did not say what funds we did not include. I merely said 
because Congress failed to provide enough funds for the trust fund 
to take care of the additional costs of this program. 

You have one idea of how we should provide those funds, and I 
have another idea. I had introduced a cent and a half gas tax, and if 
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we had passed that at just a cent we would not have had contract 
controls, but we would have had money in this trust fund today to 
continue the program at the 1956 level. 

I agree with you, if we had diverted additional gasoline taxes to 
the trust fund we would have had sufficient money. I don’t agree 
that that should have been done, but if it had been done there would 
have been sufficient money in this trust fund also to continue. But 
if we had passed the cent and a half gasoline tax we would have had 
sufficient funds and we would not have had any deficit financing inso- 
far as the general budget is concerned, which is a matter which in my 
opinion would cause a further inflationary trend. 

I just wanted to show that this contract control which the States 
complain about, and perhaps properly so, is not the fault of the 
Bureau of the Public Roads, but is the fault of Congress in not sup- 
plying adequate funds to keep the program at the construction level 
provided by the 1956 act. 

Mr. Criark. May I add, not only the fault of the Congress, but also 
the administration, because if you remember correctly, it was just a 
year ago that I also introduced a financing plan, and of course the 
administration said they would take nothing less than a cent and a 
half, and they would not look at any other kind of fund-raising at 
that time. So we got into the discussion and into the fight not only 
in the administration, but in this Public Works Committee, and on 
the floor of the House, as to which way would be the best in order to 
raise the funds. 

I do not think we should blame it all on Congress. I think that 
the administration is as much to blame as we Members of Congress, 

Mr. Scurrer. Of course, if we financed it under your program 
we would have increased the national debt, and we would have un- 
balanced the budget. Everyone knows that that would have led to 
further inflation, and to a further increase in the cost of this road 
program. 

Mr. Crark. There would not have been any inflation at all, but the 
money would have been directed to this highway construction and 
building program, and that is what the 1956 Highway Trust Fund 
was first set up to take care of. It was the highway program, and not 
for any other reason. 

Mr. Scuerer. We only directed that money go into the trust fund 
from funds that were then going into the general fund. We know 
that when we take away income from the general fund then we have 
to replenish the general fund by additional taxes or additional bor- 
rowing. That is what I was opposed to. But nevertheless, I think 
that the record is clear. 

Mr. Cuark. Mr. Chairman, the administration has been robbing 
Peter to pay Paul for a long time, and I think something like this 1s 
good to have out in the open, so that we know exactly where we are 
going from here and where we came from. 

Mr. Scuerer. I do not know that we robbed Peter, but inflation is 
robbing everybody. 

Mr. Fatvon. Can I bring this back on the track a little bit ? 

Mr. Stevens, will you proceed, please ? 

Mr. Stevens. Yes, sir. 

We wish to say that the confidence that the Congress had in the 
historic “Bureau of Public Roads—State Highway Department Part- 
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nership” in giving the partnership the job of carrying out the en- 
larged Federal-aid highway program, has not been misplaced and 
we are proud of our accomplishments. 

We assure you that the program contains nothing that is new or 
unfamiliar to us and we wish to reassure you that the highway de- 

artments can finish this program on schedule, if the Congress sees 
its way clear to provide the necessary pro-rata Federal financing. 

We wish to state also that the highway contracting industry has 
proved it is capable of handling the program and the ingenuity of 
our contractors and the competitive atmosphere have kept highway 
costs stabilized and the public is getting its money’s worth for its 
highway dollar. 

summary, we wish to state that a biennial authorization this ses- 
sion of the Congress for the 1962 and 1963 fiscal years for the A~-B-C 
systems and the various classes of roads in the public domain is neces- 
sary for the Federal-aid highway program to continue. 

We are, however, disappointed to see that H.R. 10495 apparently 
freezes the A-B-C program at the $925 million figure. 

Mr. Scuerer. What was that again ? 

Mr. Stevens. We are, however, disappointed to see that H.R. 10495 
ag freezes the A~B-C program at the $925 million figure. 

r. Fatton. May I say to you this is not a freeze. You will re- 
call we will be going into this method of financing next year to see if 
there is a possibility of getting more money in the trust fund from 
other sources, which of course comes under another committee. But 
the reason for the $925 million was not a figure that I just used as 
a compromise of any sort between what Congress intends for us to 
do and what the administration said they would like to have done. 
The reason for it is that there is a cutback of 20 to 25 percent on the 
Interstate System. So this is really not a cutback at all, but it is 
keeping it at the rate that we are going today. 

If we did the same thing to the A-B-C system as is now happening 
to the Interstate System, we would cut this figure much below $925 
million, because this has the first claim on the trust fund. 

We are really going ahead of the Interstate System at the present 
time with this $925 million figure. 

Mr. Scuerer. May I comment ? 

Mr. Fatton. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. I was going to wait until we had finished, but now 
that we are discussing this question I would like to make some obser- 
vations and ask some questions. 

You realize that under the 1956 act we expressed the intent of 
Congress to increase the A~B-C authorizations by $25 million each 
year, do you not, Mr. Stevens? 

Mr. Stevens. I understand in the discussion of the 1956 Federal- 
Aid Highway Act that theory was advanced. 

Mr. Scuerer. I might say that the act so states that that is the in- 
tent of Congress to increase the A~B-C authorizations by $25 million 
each year, until the authorizations reach a billion dollars per year 
under this program. Now in 1958, when some of us were worried 
about the recession, you will recall that we increased the A—~B-C 
authorizations in 1958 by $400 million as an antirecession measure. 
So actually the amount of money that has been authorized for the 
A-B-C system to date exceeds at this point the amount which Con- 
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ss said that it would authorize or expressed an intent to authorize 
y this date. You understand that. 

Now, even if we cut back this year below the figure provided in Mr. 
Fallon’s bill, we will still be following the intent of Congress as ex- 
pressed in the 1956 act, because of the $400 million that we authorized 
for A-~B-C roads, in 1958. That would have taken care of increases 
at the rate of $25 million a year—that $400 million would have taken 
care of increases for 8 years; whereas only 3 years have now elapsed. 

So actually we are ahead at this moment for the authorizations for 
the A-B-C system. 

As the chairman stated, you know that our actual expenditures this 
year and next year for the Interstate System, because of the lack of 
money in the trust fund, due in part to the increased cost of this sys- 
tem, our expenditures on the Interstate System have been reduced 
between 20 and 25 percent. It is my own personal opinion that both 
of these systems should suffer proportionately. 

As I indicated, I supported measures that would have allowed both 
of these systems to continue at the level provided in the 1956 act, but 
because of this cutback in funds with a $900 million total for this fiscal 
year and next fiscal year, we are actually giving to the Interstate Sys- 
tem about 20 to 25 percent less. The A—B-C system, as the chairman 
also said, has the first call on the trust fund. 

I wanted to raise this question and ask you a question. Is it not a 
fact that the need for highways, the priority of need to take care of 
the .apidly increasing traffic, and to take care of the factors that ad- 
versely affect our economy, do not require that priority be given 
to the Interstate System rather than the A-B-C system. 

Mr. Stevens. I think, Congressman, that the State highway depart- 
ments are conscious of the fact that Congress did appropriate the $400 
million of Federal funds to finance the program, and we are quite 
grateful for that. I do not think we considered that to be in lieu of 
any increase in the A~B-C authorizations as such. It may be that they 
should be so considered. 

Now insofar as the relative priority of funds to be authorized for 
the Interstate System versus the A~B-C system, I can only say that 
our association has gone on record in its policy statement that those 
programs should remain in balance. 

Mr. Scuerer. I understand that you are reading the policy state- 
ment of your association. I understand that, of course, the American 
Association of State Highway Officials is comprised of representatives 
from all of the States, and I am conscious of the fact that some States 
share very little in the Interstate System program. But what I am 
talking about is that under the 1956 act. we decided to build highways 
where the need exists, where our economy was being adversely affected 
because of the slowdown in traffic, because of the high accident rates. 
If I remember correctly, your association, as well as many other or- 
ganizations, and as did the Clay report, pointed out that the real need 
for highway construction lay in completing the Interstate System not 
only for defense purposes but also because the Interstate System, 
which comprises only about 1 percent of our highways, carries 20 
percent of the traffic. The evidence is conclusive that it is on the Inter- 


state System where the accident rates are highest and where our 
economy is being most adversely affected. 
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These are the reasons why we decided, because of this terrific need, 
that. the Federal Government should pay 90 percent of the cost on the 
Interstate System. 

Now, because of these unfortunate conditions insofar as financing is 
concerned, we have had to cut back construction on the system that 
needs it the most. 

Mr. Fation. Will the gentleman yield at that point? 

Mr. Scuerer. Yes. 

Mr. Fatton. I think that what the gentleman said is true. What 
is attempted here in this legislation is to try to keep a balance be- 
tween the two programs, which was the intent of Congress. If you 
let one slip off some and raise the other one, then you are just creating 
an imbalance between the two programs. 

If we made this progressively $25 million a year for the 2 years it 
puts no more money in the road-building program. The trust fund 
cannot give any more than it has. I believe it is a better balance if 
it is kept straight for 1962 and 1963, except if ways and means 
are found next year, after the studies are completed, to put more 
money back in the trust fund. It will be a very happy occasion 
if this committee can meet again and restore the intent of Con- 
gress to raise it $25 million a year, which was the intent in the 
1956 act. 

Mr. Crark. We could pursue this for 20 straight hours talking 
about this around the clock, Mr. Chairman, but in 1958 an emergency 
fund of $400 million was appropriated, which was an emergency 
fund. It had nothing to do with the 1956 act, as I understand it. 
It was put on the 6624 and 3314 ratio. So I don’t see where that has 
anything to do with the act. 

r. Scuerer. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CrarK. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. Did not that $400 million which we authorized go to- 
ward the acceleration of the A-B-C program? Was it not spent on 
the A~B-C program? 

Mr. CrarK. Certainly. 

Mr. Scuerer. And it came out of the trust fund ? 

Mr. Crark. But it was under the emergency appropriation. 

Mr. Scurrer. I understand it was an emergency, but it came out of 
the trust fund and we did not provide for the trust fund that addi- 
seers $400 million. That is one of the reasons why the trust fund 
is short. 

Mr. Fation. I wonder if we are not as guilty as anybody in taking 
it away from the States, and if we should not wait to let you make 
your statement and then come back for any questions. 

Mr. Stevens. That is quite all right, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fatxon. Will you proceed, Mr. Stevens? 

Mr. Srevens. We hope that if this is the action of Congress, that 
it is not a precedent, that is, the $925 million authorized. 

The A-B-C Federal-aid road program, while not designed to bear 
any particular relationship to the actual road needs on those systems 
in the several States, has exerted a er stabilizing influence on high- 
way development in this country. It has made it possible for all of 
the States in the Union to develop roads of the various classes that 
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are necessary for the realization of the full economy of their respec- 
tive areas, 

Although the basic matching ratio for A-B-C programs is 50-50, 
the amount of ramen provided by the Congress for these systems has 
— been designed to meet 50 percent of the need of the A—-B-C 
systems, 

We wish to say also that the program is on schedule, both for the 

Interstate and A-B-C categories, and we are not letting one suffer 
from neglect in favor of the other. Of course, our schedule is now 
set by the availability of Federal funds, and not by the original com- 
pletion date in the Highway Act of 1956. 
-_ In order to give you some idea of the capacity and flexibility of 
the State highway departments to efficiently oudin an increased pro- 
gram, we take pride in the manner in which the $600 million emer- 
gency “D” program was handled by the States, This was the program 
that Congress authorized in the 1958 Federal-Aid Highway Act. 

All of this program was handled on time, even though the time was 
limited. The program resulted in the improvement of many existing 
roads and bridges on the A-B-C systems that will cause them to 
serve the public more efficiently and safely for many years to come 
and will enable us to apply our efforts to other essential improvements, 

It is far easier for the State highway departments to step up their 
activities than to retrench, especially after they geared up to handle 
the program and the schedule included in the Highway Act of 1956. 

We credit the Congress with having established the Federal High- 
way Act of 1916 and its subsequent stabilizing effect on the State 
highway departments and in the development of our highway sys- 
tems. The contributions have been substantial in amounts but we 
have had occasion recently to develop some figures on the source of 
financing of the construction of the highways of this country. 

While these figures may not be exact, they are the best that are 
available and are reasonably accurate, if not correct. 

From 1916 through 1956, the State highway departments have ex- 
pended a total of $56 billions on improvements on the Federal-aid 
highway systems. Of this total only $8 billion, or one-seventh, came 
from Federal sources. wr 

In fact, from the beginning of Federal road aid in 1916, and through 
and including those funds apportioned in 1956, there were only $9.5 
billions apportioned in Federal funds to the States. This is less than 
the amount of lend-lease supplied to Russia during World War II. 

Mr. Scurrer. Amen. 

Mr. Srevens. Since 1956 there have been $9.4 billion Interstate 
Federal-aid funds apportioned to the States by the Federal Govern- 
ment. In other words, the Interstate funds apportioned since 1956 
are almost identical in amount to all of the Federal-aid highway funds 
apportioned to the States in the prior 40 years. . 

he entire expenditures on roads and streets of the Nation for con- 
struction, by all levels of government, to date is $110 billion, | Of this 
total, $5 billion is represented by the toll roads, and $18 billion in 
Federal aid. The major financing has been done by the State and 
local governments in providing this Nation’s highway systems, and 
they are continuing to provide one-half of the cost of the State high- 
way systems, including the Interstate System. 
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From 1956, when the current enlarged highway program was 
started and through the 1959 calendar year, only 38 cents of every 
dollar spent by the State highway departments for highway construc- 
tion has come from Federal sources. 
_ In the 1959 calendar year, the percentage was almost 50-50, includ- 
ing the Interstate System work, and that seems to be about as high as 
the Federal share will get during the program. 

In considering the traflic picture, currently the State highway de- 
partments are responsible for 700,000 miles of highways and streets, 
representing 20 percent of the Nation’s total. ‘These en highway 
routes carry 74 percent of all rural traffic, and 38 percent of all urban 
traffic. 

In another breakdown of traffic, 40 percent of the Nation’s total 
traffic is on the rural main roads, 46 percent is on the city streets that 
account for 12 percent of the total mileage, and 14 percent is on the 
local secondary or farm-to-market roads that make up 68 percent of 
the total public road and street mileage. Toll roads carry about 2 
percent of the Nation’s total traffic. 

We have brought these figures to your attention because we believe 
that all too often, since the beginning of the enlarged highway pro- 
gram, many people believe that the Federal Government is carrying 
the lion’s share of the cost of highway improvements. 

The contribution that the Federal Government is making is im- 
portant, essential, substantial, and warranted. In most States it is 
a controlling major contribution in financing their highway program, 
and the determining factor in the balance between the improvements 
scheduled for the various systems. 

The State highway departments will continue to do the job that you 
assign to them, and we appreciate the opportunity you have given us 
to appear before you and to testify on the bill currently being con- 
sidered. 

I would like to say, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, 
accompanying me here today is Mr. D. H. Bray, State highway engi- 
neer from Kentucky, who is vice president of our association; Mr. 
Rex M. Whitten, chief engineer of the Missouri State Highway De- 
partment and a past president and member of our legislative com- 
mittee; and Mr. R. R. Bartelsmeyer, chief engineer of Illinois, and a 
member of our legislative committee and the immediate past president 
of our association. 

We do appreciate the opportunity for making this statement. 

Mr. Fatiton. Thank you very much, Mr. Stevens, for a very concise 
and complete and intelligent statement. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Blatnik. 

Mr. Buatntk. I too want to congratulate the gentleman for his very 
solid and factual statement. 

Mr. Stevens, in this last bit of testimony in which you very effec- 
tively called our attention again to the high share of the burden on 
local and State shoulders, could we not also say that it is the highway 
user of America who is paying for this total program, because, 
whether it is 90 percent of the Federal dollar and 10 percent of the 
State dollar, or whether we say that the Federal Government is shar- 
ing more or less, or the State is not sharing enough or too much, still 
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the fact remains that when an individual buys a vehicle, whether it is 
a car or a truck, he begins to pay for part of the entire cost. There- 
fore the entire cost of all the streets, roads and highways on the Inter- 
state System is borne by the vehicle owners. Is that correct, Mr. 
Stevens. 

Mr. Srevens. I think, Congressman Blatnik, that the average tax- 
payer who pays the highway user taxes is little concerned as to 
whether it is a State or Federal tax he is paying. He simply pays a 
tax because it is imposed on him and it is necessary for him to do so. 

Also I would like to comment further to the extent of saying that 
highway administrators at the State level are quite conscious of that 
0 because we too have our responsibilities to our State legis- 

atures. 

Mr. Buarnik. That is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerrer. Mr. Stevens, would you not say, and have not you 
or your association said, that the basic policy of the 1956 act, the 
heart of the 1956 act, was to build roads where the need exists? Is 
that not the heart of the 1956 act—to get rid of traffic bottlenecks as 
fast as we could ? 

Mr. Srevens. I think, Congressman Scherer, that the construction 
of highways where need exists is the basic, fundamental principle, 
regardless of whether it is the 1956 act, or any act. 

Mr. Scuerer. Fine. Did we not come to the conclusion from the 
uncontradicted evidence that while all highways in this country needed 
improvement in the next 5, 10, 15 or 20 years, that the primary 
need for highways in order to get rid of traffic congestion, in order 
to reverse this trend of the high accident rate, was on the Interstate 
System, because it carried 20 percent of the traffic, although it only 
comprised a little over 1 percent, of the total highway mileage ? 

In other words, we found that the density of traffic on the Interstate 
System was about 30 times as great as the average density of traffic on 
all of our other highways in the United States. 

Am I stating correctly and in substance the purpose of the 1956 
act, and the findings as the result of long hearings before this 
committee ? 

Mr. Stevens. You may be stating the substance and the findings 
that led to the 1956 act. I do not know. I can only say to you today, 
Congressman, that it is a part of our policy statement that these sys- 
tems should be kept in balance. 

Mr. Scuerer. That is what I am trying to do too—keep them in 
balance. And are we not getting them out of balance on the basis of 
need? Should we not actually be cutting back the A—B-C system in 
view of this $400 million amount that was voted in 1958, and in view 
of the fact that we have cut back the Interstate System authorizations 
by 20 to 25 percent? Should we not actually be cutting back the 
A-B-C system now by 20 or 25 percent if you are actually going to 
keep them in balance ? 

Mr. Srevens. We would be most reluctant to see the A—B-C pro- 
gram cut back. 

Mr. Scuerer. I understand that, and there are many Members of 
Congress who would be most reluctant, to cut A-B-C back 20 to 25 
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reent. I have no hope of seeing this kept in balance, and I can 
understand your position because your organization represents States 
that have more A~B-C highways than they do Interstate System high- 
way mileages. However, what I am talking about here is what is 

ood for the country, and correcting the thing we started to do in 

the 1956 act, that is, eliminating bottlenecks and traffic congestion 
where it actually exists, irrespective of where we spend the money. 

If that is our objective and we only have a limited amount of money 
to spend, then should we not put the money where it will do the most 
good ; that is give priority of need to those highway systems that carry 
the traffic, and where we are having the highest accident rate, and 
where the economy is being most adversely affected because of the 
slowdowns in traffic? 

Is that not sound thinking and is that not the heart and the basis 
of the 1956 act—leaving out political considerations, and leaving out 
where we would like to have the money spent ? 

I know you represent the American Association of State Highway 
Officials, and the Lord knows, the American Association of State 
Highway Officials is a fine organization, and I agree with it 90 percent 
of the time. We do not agree this morning. I drive from Washing- 
ton to Cincinnati on a part of the Interstate System which has not 
been rebuilt. As an example as I drive up into Washington, Pa., there 
is a long line of trucks which I am behind, and I am using a little 
profanity and wondering why we cannot get this system built faster. 
Then I look down on the farm-to-market roads and I see that they 
are in almost perfect condition with just one or two cars on them. 

While I know they need improvement, still when we are considering 

riority of need you do not need to go any further than to take a tri 
like that across the country, in order to prove what I have said is 
correct. 

Mr. Srevens. Congressman Scherer, I think that perhaps you are 
also aware, and I am sure you are, that the A~B-C program does pro- 
vide funds to permit the States to build an integrated system of high- 
ways. It is not enough to construct an Interstate System without 
some method of improving the roads and the highways which lead to 
the interchanges areas of the Interstate System. 

Perhaps we should not lose track of the fact that A-B-C moneys are 
necessary to provide for your connecting links. It is not altogether a 
common market proposition. I think you appreciate that. 

Mr. Scuerer. I understand that, and do not get me wrong. I am 
willing to vote for the money, and to provide the money, and do the 
unpopular thing, namely, impose the taxes to pay for this system, be- 
cause I know for every dollar invested in this highway program we 
are going to get a $4 return to the economy of this country. That is 
one of the best benefit-to-cost ratios that I have ever heard in this 
Public Works Committee, where we deal with benefit-to-cost ratios 
all the time. 

Iam willing to do that, but what I want to point out is, when you do 
not have enough money to do the whole job at once, should you not 
put your money where the problem is first? That is the only argu- 
ment I make. 
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I want to build these A-B-C Systems because my city is complain- 
ing they want more money for these streets that serve the express- 
eo on the Interstate System. You get that money out of the A-B-C 

nds. 

I have talked a lot, but I just wanted to pinpoint the issues as I see 
them, for the record. 

Mr. Srevens. I think, Congressman, you are quite aware of the 
fact that your position in the past has been a friendly one toward 
both systems. We have no complaints as far as the American As- 
sociation of State Highway Officials is concerned in regard to the 
treatment of those systems by Congress. It is, of course, a matter of 
opinion, at times, and I am sure you will understand that, as to where 
the need exists. 

Our own association, after giving consideration, which we try to 
give to all of these matters pertaining to these systems, did come up 
with the policy statement that they should be kept in balance. 

Mr. Scuerer. All right. 

Mr. Crark. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Crark. Mr. Stevens, I think one thing that should be brought 
out here is the fact that the A~B-C roads are the backbone of our com- 
plete highway system today. Without the A--B-C roads our turnpikes 
or our Interstate System would be nil, because first you have to get 
the traffic on to these Interstate System roads. 

The reason why we are here today, of course, and why you are 
here testifying, or one of the main reasons, is the fact that $37 million 
in the A~B-C roads today will be going up into Alaska, which, of 
course, up until the past year was not even intended to go there. 
Alaska has reasons to have this mileage, but if we cut this program 
back now instead of having what the 1956 act has already stated we 
should do, then we are really going to be up a stump. The $37 million 
which goes to Alaska will be taken away from the other States; $25 
million, which is not going to be put into the A—~B-C program, is going 
to be taken away from the States. So it leaves us with a deficit of over 
$57 million, or $62 million, if my addition is correct, right there. 

I think we should not forget the A—B-C system at any time. I 
am very glad to hear someone on the committee say that our A~B-C 
roads are ahead of the Interstate System program. I am also glad 
to hear you say that is not so, because they are running neck and 
neck. I for one do not want either system to go down, as Mr. Scherer 
already said he did not want it to, but I think we should do some- 
thing about it. 

Mr. Srevens. Congressman Clark, we were aware of the fact that 
the inclusion of Alaska would lower the prospects that would be avail- 
able to the other States. We did not include that in our statement, 
however, because we certainly do not want to appear reluctant to see 
Alaska obtain its allocation under this act. 

Mr. Crarx. I want to make just one more point, Mr. Stevens. 
First of all, I want to point out the fact that on the A-B-C roads the 
money is taken directly out of the trust fund before any other funds 
are taken out for the Interstate System, or from the general fund. 
Is that not true? 
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Mr. Stevens. I understand, Congressman, that the authorization 
or apportionment has a prior claim against the trust fund for the 
A-B-C. However, when it gets to the point of reinvestment planning 
there is no priority set up against the trust fund or the A—B-C system. 

Mr. Batpwiy. Mr. Chairman, the policy statement of the American 
Association of State Highway Officials is that these two programs, 
the A-B-C and the Interstate System programs, be kept in balance. 
On the basis of that policy statement we have one pool in the Highway 
Trust Fund. The facts have already been brought out, and you men- 
tioned it in your statement, that because of the more restricted revenue 
than has been anticipated, the Interstate System had to be cut back 
last year and will be cut back this year 25 percent. 

Since this is the same pool, when you advocate that we increase the 
allocation in the A—~B-C system by another $25 million, that means 
we are taking it out of the same pool and therefore restricting the 
Interstate System allocation by another $25 million, which means we 
are making it that much less than it otherwise would be. Since the 
Interstate System allocation has already been cut by 25 percent and 
you are advocating that the Interstate System allocation be cut by 
a greater amount, because in fact pushing up the A—~B-C system an- 
other 25 million reduces the Interstate System by another 25 million, 
then I am puzzled as to how you reconcile your testimony with the 
policy statement that these two systems should be kept in balance. 

Mr. Srevens. I rather suspect that the chief administrative officers 
in developing this policy statement were speaking in general terms, 
more or less, in respect to keeping these programs in balance. We 
recognize the fact that the programs of the A—B-C and the Inter- 
state System must be financed out of the trust fund. Now if in the 
opinion of Congress the allocation or authorization of $925 million 
to the A~B-C program is going to cause these programs to be out of 
balance with the Interstate System, then I suspect Congress would 
have to take the necessary steps, if it wants to keep the programs 
in balance, to adjust the allocation for the A-B-C program. 

Mr. Batpwin. We already know the Interstate System program 
is reduced, so that is certainly a recognized fact. There is no evidence 
whatsoever that Congress will take any action this year to increase 
funds going into the Highway Trust Fund. So this committee is 
working on the reality that the funds in the trust fund are reduced, 
and the Interstate System has been cut by 25 percent, and will be 
cut by that amount this next fiscal year. So I think we have to work 
on the basis of that realistic situation rather than a hypothetical situa- 
tion which might have been existing in the original authorization act. 

Mr. Stevens. In the event Congress does not make additional funds 
available to the trust fund for the purpose of financing authorizations 
suggested for the A-~B-C program for the years 1962 and 1963, and 
Congress adheres to our policy statement that we would like to see 
it adhered to, that these programs be kept in balance, and it becomes 
evident that one program or the other is out of balance, then our 
association, in line with our policy statement, would certainly have 
to approve any action of Congress which might make it necessary to 
balance these programs within the funds available. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 
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Mr. Fauion. Mr. Gray. 

Mr. Gray. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Stevens, first I want to congratulate you for the very infor- 
mative and forthright statement you have given. I agree with every- 
thing you said. One paragraph in connection with your statement 
particularly impresses me. It says: 

It is our hope that the Congress may see its way clear at an early date to give 
substance to its declared intent to build this enlarged highway program on 
schedule without interruption, and without superimposed regulations that ham- 
per a State in planning and carying on an orderly program to provide an ade- 
quate highway transportation system. 

That paragraph is probably the crux of the whole argument we 
have had this morning, we might say, as to whether we should in- 
crease the A~B-C system by $25 million a year. Is it not true, as you 
stated somewhere else in your statement, that there is a certain amount 
of misunderstanding, to say the least, on the part of the departments 
as to what they should do in planning an orderly program, when in 
1956 we say that we do intend to increase this program by $25 million 
a year and now not only do we intend to stop it where it is, at the 
$925 million level, but there is a move on to cut it back to $900 million ? 
Will this not to some extent upset the plans of various highway de- 
partments in their long-range program ? 

Mr. Stevens. Any variation from the amount which was originally 
planned in connection with highway construction, of course, is a detri- 
mental factor from the standpoint of orderly planning. 

ir. Scuerer. Will the gentleman yield for an observation at that 

oint 
a Mr. Gray. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. But all your plans have been disrupted in connec- 
tion with the building of the Interstate System because of its being 
cut back 25 percent. So it does not make too much difference to you 
people whether you are disrupted in the construction of the Interstate 
System, or disrupted in the construction of the A-B-C system. You 
on not like, and we do not either, to disrupt it in any place if we can 

elp it. 

Mr. Gray. I will say the cutback referred to was beyond our con- 
trol, but this is something we are doing ourselves. We can help this. 

Mr. Scuerer. If we give more funds to the A~B-C system then 
we further disrupt construction on the Interstate System, because we 
only have so many dollars to spend on both of these programs, as Mr. 
Baldwin pointed out. 

Mr. Gray. If I may interject for a moment, we have been discussing 
here in this hearing the amounts of money involved, but I think we 
are overlooking something far more important than dollars. Last 
year on the highways of America we lost approximately 40,000 lives, 
and about 3 million people injured, not including untold millions of 
dollars in property damage. The A-—B-C system is very important, 
particularly in my district. We had a very heavy death toll last 

ear. 
I think we are talking about human lives here and property dam- 
age, which is far more important than dollars. I for one think we 


should go ahead and keep the $25 million increase on the A-B-C 


system. 
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As has been pointed out, the moneys come first out of the trust 
fund for the A—B-C system. I think we can do an awful lot if we 
3 go ahead and keep that program on schedule, towards saving Ameri- 
‘ can lives. I am far more interested in lives than the dollars involved. 
t Mr. Scurrer. But again, if you take this money away from the 
Interstate System, then you are augmenting the very evil you are talk- 
e ing about, because the evidence is that the accident rate is greater on 
n the Interstate System than any other system. 

4 Mr. Gray. I am not for slowing down either program. 

Mr. Scuerer. I am not either. 

Mr. Gray. But the point I am getting at, in my particular district, 
and probably in the gentleman’s district also, you will find that there 
are more accidents on the small A—B-C roads than on the Interstate 
System. 

Mr. Scuerer. There are more accidents on city streets than on 
the A~B-C System, but not proportionately more. 

Mr. Gray. Not per miles traveled, but I am talking about lives lost. 

Mr. Scnerer. In numbers only, yes. 

Mr. Gray. As one member of this committee, I am for not only 
keeping the program already scheduled, but for going forward wher- 
ever we can, because I think the slaughtering of 40,000 lives a year is 
a disgrace, and I think we can do something about it, and I for one 
y want to. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
t Mr. Fation. Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. Scuwencen. Yes, Mr. Chairman. I have a few questions. 

First I want to comment and say to you, sir, that I think this is a 
very excellent statement which appears to be the result of very thor- 
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¢ ough study. I note some information in it that is very valuable to me. 
a I am glad that you endorse the work of the contractors. I followed 
e this phase of the highway building program very closely, and I find 
a they have done more to adjust to modern needs than any other group. 
n They reflect the least the inflation which has been evident in our 

economy in almost any other phase. 
" I note what you say about wanting greater flexibility, and the right 
s, to move forward on entering into contracts, and so forth, but I am a 
n little bit concerned about what is going on on the Interstate System 
e in some of the areas and in some of the States, which I think will be 
r. touched on by our investigating committee later. That is this: The 

amount of money being spent on the Interstate System in some of these 
2 | areas around the populous areas is ignoring the demand, I think, and 
@ the need for getting the trunklines built. For instance, in States where 
st _ 65 percent of the money is being spent on the Interstate System around 
S, certain populous areas, it is ignoring the building of trunklines. 
yf Do you have any comment on that? 
t, Mr. Stevens. Yes, Congressman. 
st Mr. Scuwencer. And how that problem can be resolved ? 

Mr. Stevens. I would not be presumptuous enough to try to indi- 

1- cate how the problem should be resolved except that we are, of course, 
ve very much concerned as an association with the thinking which has 
S been expressed from time to time that the circumferential routes and 


urban connections into and through population centers on the Inter- 
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state System should be neglected, or deferred, or postponed, or can- 
celed, in favor of construction in rural areas. I rather think that our 
State highway departments are attempting to make an effort to 
balance these construction programs on the Interstate System. 

If you will forgive me for speaking about my own State, I can say 
we are doing just that. But any concept which would tend to elimi- 
nate or even to defer to any great extent the construction of circum- 
ferential routes and urban connections on the Interstate System we 
believe would not be desirable from the standpoint of construction of 
the Interstate System. 

Mr. Scuwencev. Do you believe that there would be any advantage 
of setting up a priority system of some kind that would recognize this 
needed principle, that is, to build these roads on the system that would 
carry the greatest amount of traffic first ? 

Mr. Srevens. Our association has taken no position in the matter 
of priority of system. We do not make any attempt to interfere with 
the administrative functions of the various highway departments. 
To do so, of course, would be contrary to our understanding of our 
function. 

I would like to say, I expect if we had a policy on this matter that 
the initiation of projects, be it on the Interstate System or the A~B-C 
wa is the responsibility of the States, and we would expect that 
the States would have in mind a balanced program in the matter of 
rural areas versus urban areas on the Interstate System, or any other 
system. 

“ie, ScuweEncet. In cases where the States obviously do not have 
it, should the Bureau of Public Roads be given the authority by the 
Congress to insist on a balanced program ? 

Mr. Srevens. I think I cannot comment on that as an association. 

Mr. Scuwencer. Can you comment on it as an individual? 

Mr. Srevens. As an individual I would be reluctant to see it done. 

Mr. Scoweneri. You would be what ? 

Mr. Srevens. I would be reluctant to see it done. 

Mr. Scuwence. How are we going to resolve these problems then 
where the State ignores the fact that this is an Interstate System and 
it is part of the Defense System, but they ignore this problem ? 

Mr. Srevens. I would be hopeful that no State had reached that 
point. If they did I would expect that the matter would be worked 
out between the Bureau of Public Roads and the State highway de- 
partment in the usual manner in which those matters are worked out, 
which would result in the most benefit for the motoring public. 

Mr. ScuweEnce.. In certain areas a charge is being made that many 
of these interchanges are too elaborate, and some of them are not 
needed, and some even suggest that maybe we ought to set up a 
priority system on building these interchanges. Do you have any 
comment to make on that ? 

Mr. Srevens. The States are now in compliance with the Federal 
law making a new estimate to be submitted to the Bureau of Public 
Roads, which will be filed with the Congress, as you know, in January 
1961. The matter of interchange spacing is something that is being 
given every consideration, or will be, by the States, in making up those 
estimates. 
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Mr. Scuwencet. You have no ideas about setting up a priority sys- 
tem to do it ¢ 

Mr. Srevens. Priority systems, generally speaking, at least in those 
areas Where sound engineering judgment can be used, would hardly 
seem necessary if such judgment is used, and properly used. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Mumma. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Stevens, I am relatively new in this road business, 
in a way, but does not the matter of these matching funds enter into 
this A-~B-C system and Interstate System ? 

I know that in Pennsylvania when the law was first enacted they 
made a great rush to get this 90-10, and that is where most of the 
activity, I think, has been. I also have the report that the matching 
funds was quite a problem. In fact, the Governor is trying now for 
a cent more tax. So do you think that would be a problem in other 
States just as it would be in mine! 

Mr. Srevens. I expect, Congressman, you appreciate the fact, and 
I am sure you do, that any highway financing procedure in any State 
is a problem. Again, if you will pardon a remark about my own 
State, I would like to say that we have had to resort to bond financing 
since 1952 in order to find matching funds for these programs. But I 
except many States have done the same thing. 

However, our association did make a survey of the States and 
asked the question—not recently, but not too long ago—as to whether 
or not the States were in a position to match Federal funds on the 

resent matching ratios. As I recall it, that survey indicated that the 
tates were in a position to do so. 

Mr. Mumma. On the average, generally speaking? 

Mr. Srevens. As a matter of fact, I do not think we had any State 
that said they could not do so. 

Mr. Mumma. The fellow who told me must have been talking out 
of both sides of his mouth. 

Mr. Srevens. I think, Congressman, you will find States are most 
reluctant to permit Federal funds to lapse by virtue of failure to find 
State matching funds. 

Mr. Mumma. That is one thing, that mileage built on Interstate 
funds as far as the State are concerned, means that there will be more 
miles built. It that not correct? It is very simple. The Federal 
Government pays 90 percent of it. 

Mr. Stevens. Our information as far as the association gathered it. 
—— that the programs are being kept in balance, generally 

aking. 
Briatrnik. Will the gentleman yield on that point? 

Mr. Mumma. Yes. 

Mr. Biarntk. May it not be correct to say that the actual mileage 
in tintance will perhaps be larger, and far larger, on the A-B-C 
system ¢ 

Mr. Mumma. That is what I meant. 

Mr. Biarntx. For example, the amount involved is $950 million of 
Federal funds. It is 50 percent Federal and 50 percent State. The 
total for the A-B-C for 1 year comes to $1,850 million. Our Interstate 
System has allocated to it Federal funds at the rate of 90 percent, 
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and 10 percent of funds from the States. That comes to a total of 
1.98 billion. But you are spending just a little bit less on the A~B-C 
system for the whole cost of right-of-way, and construction cost, and 
the average wage with the construction cost is less. Isn’t that correct ? 

Mr. Stevens. As I understand it, Congressman. 

Mr. BiatntK. So you would be getting more mileage on the A~B-C 
system. 

Mr. Mumma. I maintain that too. That is what I maintain. Are 
the standards so much different? Maybe you build them differently 
up in Maine, but do you build a four-lane divided highway on the 
secondary system ? 

Mr. Srevens. No, sir. 

Mr. Mumma. You see, that is what we do in Pennsylvania. 

Mr. Srevens. But please understand, Congressman, that our State 
is small in population, and our traffic demands would not be com- 

arable to those which exist in Pennsylvania. I do not know what 
ennsylvania would build on its primary or secondary highways. 

Mr. Mumma. That is what I thought in your survey. You say 
most States agree to this. Are they weighted averages? In other 
words, would Pennsylvania have ten times more consideration than 
Maine if that would be the relative difference ? 

Mr. Srevens. You mean in the amount of Federal funds available? 

Mr. Mumma. You make the statement that you canvassed State 
Highway departments and you get such a resolution as a result of it. 
I forget the exact wording, but you indicated it was generally that 
way. 

? think from my knowledge of the Pennsylvania situation, that is 
not true. 

Mr. Srevens. What I said, Congressman, was this: We made a sur- 
vey of our member States to ascertain if there would be State match- 
ing moneys on the basis of Federal funds in the ratio that the law 
now provides that Federal funds be made available. The States 
answered at that time that there would be State funds for that pur- 
pose. The situation in Pennsylvania may have changed in the mean- 
time. I do not know. 

I made the further statement that the States would be most reluc- 
tant, I am sure, to permit Federal moneys to lapse by failure to pro- 
vide State matching funds. 

Mr. Mumma. That is all. 

Mr. Scuerer. You see, Mr. Chairman, from the various arguments 
advanced about what is applicable to one State not being applicable 
to another State, we go back again to the sound, basic theory that we 
adopted in the 1956 act, that we should put the dollars where they 
will take care of the most vehicle miles. Then you solve your traffic 
problem. As more dollars become available you go on down the line 
and take care of your lesser needs. That is the way I think we should 
solve the problem and spend the money. I do not think we are going 
to do that completely, but I would hope we could do that. 

Somebody said when I came into the room, “Well, the reason why 
Scherer is for cutting back this A-B-C system is because the adminis- 
tration is for it.” 
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I think you will find that the administration is also for taking out 
of the trust fund the cost of building forest highways, and roads 
going through Federal lands. Scherer is not for that at this time. 
I think it is a good principle and eventually we should take all of 
that cost out of the trust fund, but I do not think I am going alon 
with the administration on that, for the same reason, that it ee 
take money away from highways where the great need exists today. 

So it is not always what the administration wants that Scherer 
wants. I just want to correct that impression that is going around 
out there in the audience, because I think after the 1961 reports are in, 
I think both sides of the aisle—with whom I disagree many times— 
are going to provide funds to build these highways as proposed in the 
1956 act. I think we may disagree on where we are going to get the 
money. We may disagree as to what additional beneficiaries of high- 
ways should contribute to the trust fund. I think however we all 
have the same objective, namely, to get both of these systems back on 
schedule and do the job we set out to do in the 1956 act. 

I do not think at this time, although I reserve the right to change 
my mind, that I am going to support the administration’s proposal at 
this moment, in this year—not at least until we have the 1961 reports 
in—that we dip into this trust fund to help build these forest high- 
ways, because such a position would not be consistent with the position 
I have taken on the basic question of need. 

Personally, I do not think that the administration has cut back far 
enough on the A~B-C system. I think both the A~B-C and Interstate 
Systems should be cut back 20 to 25 percent. Even with this cut 
back I still think that the A~B-C system would be ahead, for the rea- 
sons I have stated, namely, because of the $400 million additional 
funds authorized in the 1958 act. 

Mr. Crark. Mr. Chairman, I would like to answer my able colleague 
from Pennsylvania, that is, in regard to the different costs of mileage 
of road construction. 

On the Interstate System in the urban areas it could cost us up to 
$6 million, and sometimes as high as $7 million a mile. On the Inter- 
state System as an average we could be safe in saying that the cost of 
a mile of Interstate System road on the average is about $750,000, and 
on the A-B-C roads it is approximately $250,000 per mile. 

Of course, one of the main reasons is, as has been stated before, that 
is, the type of construction and where the construction is—whether it 
is over hills, or whether it is in sand, or rocks, or where it is. That is 
the reason why there is a difference in mileage cost, and, of course, 
there are the differences in standards between the Interstate System 
and the A~B-C system. 

Mr. Mumma. I would like to say on that statement, I have had a 
little experience in that, and I think more than you have. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Stevens, are there any other questions? 

On behalf of the committee I want to tell you again that we ap- 
preciate your coming down here and appearing before this committee 
and giving us the knowledge that was accumulated not only by you 
personally as a highway man, but by the organization which you 
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represent. ‘They have been over a period of years very valuable to 
this committee. 

If there are no other questions, Mr. Stevens, why, thank you again. 

Mr. Stevens. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that we definitely 
appreciate the courtesy of the committee in permitting us to appear 
this morning, and to testify. In order that Mr. Scherer may not 
think we are in disagreement, I would like to say also that our policy 
statement does contain most emphatically a provision in which we 
indicated our concern in respect to the changes in plans and the 
interruptions we indicated this morning in our program, by reason 
of highway financing matters. The one thing I believe we all look 
forward to will be the day when we can advance on these programs 
in accordance with the 1956 Highway Act. 

Mr. Fation. That brings one though to my mind, Mr. Stevens, 
and I would like to ask you one question on it. As a roadbuilder 
and commissioner of highways and president of the American Asso- 
ciation of State Highway Officials, of course you spend quite a lot 
of time with the other highway commissioners throughout the country. 
What has been the relationship between your State highway officials 
and the Bureau of Public Roads over a period of years? 

Mr. Srevens. I made the statement, Congressman Fallon, at the 
conclusion of my testimony before Congressman Blatnik’s subcom- 
mittee last week or the week before—and I have forgotten now just 
exactly when it was—in which I said that over the years the relation- 
ship between the Federal Bureau of Public Roads and the States as 
represented through the American Association of State Highway 
Officials, has been very good. There are areas in which it is necessary 
for representatives of the Bureau and of the States to confer and 
to come into agreement, and certainly with the far-flung organiza- 
tion that the Bureau of Public Roads has, and with the 50 different 
State highway departments that the Bureau is required to conduct 
business with, there will always be areas in which it will be necessary 
for those conferences to take place. However, we all have the same 
objective, which is to build an efficient highway transportation system 
all over this country. 

When representatives of the Bureau and the States meet, they have 
that objective in mind, and we have been able to resolve our problems 
within that area. 

Mr. Fauion. Then there is no lack of cooperation between the 
Bureau of Public Roads and the States? 

Mr. Stevens. I would say there is no lack of cooperation between 
the Bureau and the States. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Chairman, in fact, the relationship between those 
two organizations is so good and so tight that I would hate to take 
on both of them at the same time. 

Mr. Faxon. If there are no other questions, I thank you again, 
Mr. Stevens. 

Mr. Stevens. Thank you. 

Mr. Fatuon. Ladies and gentlemen, the hour is close to 12 and I 
do not think we will put another witness on before 12 o’clock. We 
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will recess until 2 o’clock, and we will sit this afternoon and hear the 
balance of the witnesses scheduled for today. 

Thank you very much. 

(The following was furnished for insertion :) 


SUPPLEMENTAL STATEMENT OF Davin H. STEVENS, PRESIDENT, AMERICAN ASSO- 
CIATION OF STATE HIGHWAY OFFICIALS 


Gentlemen of the committee, at the time I was privileged to appear before you 
on March 1, 1960, and testify on the two bills, H.R.10495 and H.R. 10651, 
Representative Blatnik of your committee asked if I could furnish some addi- 
tional information concerning the State highway departments’ program. 

I advised that we would have to obtain the information and file it for the 
record. This request included: 

1. What percentage of the highway contractors’ capacity are we currently 
using with the highway program. 

2. To what degree has reimbursement planning or contract control 
reduced the current highway program, and 

3. How much additional program are the State highway departments 
able to undertake. 

During the interim we have gone to the State highway departments for this 
information. 

To answer No. 1 above, we find from the State highway departments that the 
total ultimate dollar value of contracting capacity for highway contractors in 
the United States is slightly over $18 billion. 

A majority of the States use a prequalification procedure whereby they 
translate capital, equipment, other assets and experienced personnel into terms 
of ultimate dollar value and class of work that the contractor can handle. 

The procedures vary slightly from State to State, however we believe that 
the total figure that we have is satisfactory. 

In going to the States for this information we had them furnish figures only 
on the contractors domiciled within the respective States, in order that we 
would not have duplications which would result in an incorrect total. 

In arriving at the amount of uncompleted contracts of the highway depart- 
ments as of January 1, 1960, which incidentally would reflect the low point of 
contractor activity in the year, we find that we are, as of January 1, 1960, using 
only 15 percent of the total highway contracting capacity. 

With the program operating at maximum level as authorized, which would 
be during the summer construction season of the year, we are utilizing only 25 
percent of the total ultimate contracting capacity. 

This would indicate why highway bidding is so competitive at the present time 
and why prices have been stabilized now for some months. 

We usually consider that at any time the total work under way is less than 
60 percent of the ultimate capacity of the contracting industry, we do receive 
competitive bidding and favorable prices. 

In case the amount of work offered is in excess of the 60 percent figure, then 
the contractors are able to be more selective in the work upon which they bid 
and prices generally are not so favorable. 

To answer requests 2 and 3 above, we will tabulate them by State, as follows: 
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Percentage of reduction of current | Percentage of program increase 


State fiscal year highway program State highway departments can 
caused by reimbursement plan- handle using 1961 fiscal year 
ning apportionments as a base 

Connecticut 14 percent_.-___- interstate, 40 percent 

District of 59 percent. 

Georgia 25 percent. 

Idaho .-| 6 percent__- 25 percent. 

15 percent 10 percent A B C, 40 percent inter- 
state. 


per 1956 act and A b C program 
as proposed in congressional re- 


ports. 

Noreply 

23 percent. 27 percent. 
te --| 33 percent... . 50 percent. 

15 perccnt_- 20 percent. 

New Hampshire..._.-.......-.-- State funds prevented cutback__--_| 50 percent. 


based on total annual $2,500,000,- 
000 authorizations. 


d 35 percent, 

Rhode 75 Ne interstate, 15 percent 
ABC. 

South Carolina. _.............. 100 percent. 

A BC, 40 percent interstate_| 40 percent interstate and full 
amount A BC, 

available State funds, 

West, Virginia. 36 percent A B C, 50 percent inter- | Can handle full program. 

state. 


1 Maine reported, as did some of the other States, that its program was reduced not only by reimbursement 
planning procedure but by the late action of the Congress in the passage of the 1950 Federal-aid Highway 
Act. The late action interrupted the orderly flow of projects to contract. 


In the second column, in some instances the capability to step up the pro- 
gram is limited by the availability of State matching funds. However, in most 
causes the percent possible increase indicates what the highway department can 
handle in addition with its current organization. 

You will note that the above listing excludes Alaska, Hawaii, and Puerto 
Rico, inasmuch as these departments are not participating in the interstate 
enlarged highway program. 

From these data it is apparent that the State highway departments and the 
highway industry have geared up to handle the enlarged program. 


(Whereupon, at 11:50 a.m., the hearing was recessed until 2 p.m. 
of the same day.) 
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AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Fauton. Ladies and gentlemen, the Subcommittee on Roads 
will continue the hearings on the A—B-C road legislation. 

Our first witness this afternoon is Mr. Wirth. 

Mr. Wirth, would you give the reporter your name and title? 


STATEMENT OF CONRAD L. WIRTH, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL PARK 
SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Wirrn. I am Conrad L. Wirth, Director of the National Park 
Service, Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Chairman, the Department has not had an opportunity to 
submit its report yet, or, rather, has not its report ready to submit. 
I feel that perhaps the best thing to do at this time would be to give 
you a brief report on our progress and the use of our road funds, 
and what our program is in the future, and give whatever facts you 
might like to have regarding our program. 

might say in connection with our Mission 66 program, which I 
most sincerely hope that the committee is familiar with, it deals with 
the developing of the national park system in a 10-year program 
that will bring it up to date as of 1966, when we expect about 80 
million visitors to the parks. 

We have gone ahead on this and we are in our fourth year on 
Mission 66 at the present time, and are carrying it through to put 
the parks in shape. The travel we had anticipated has exceeded our 
anticipations, and we will have more than 80 million people in the 
parks by 1966. 

I feel that much has been done with the funds that this committee 
has recommended to Congress in which they have authorized replac- 
ing and bringing our roads up to standards. I might say in the parks 
themselves we have been building about 120 miles of road a year with 
the funds allotted to us, of which about 1214 percent is new roads 
and the rest is the replacing of old roads that had not had much 
done to them for 20- or 30-odd years before Mission 66 started. Those 
roads were narrow roads and old gravel roads, some of them placed 
on post roads, that had to be done all over again by putting an ade- 
quate base and adequate surface on them. 

There are 7,361 miles of major roads in the national park system. 
Also this goes into roads and trails, and there are approximately 
8,242 miles of trails in the parks. 

Of the 10 parkways which also come under the Federal-Aid High- 
way Act authorization—there are 1,138 miles of parkway author- 
ized—many of them started way back in the early thirties. We have 
completed now, or have under construction, or included in our 1961 
authorization, approximately 799 miles, leaving approximately 339 
miles left to be completed in the parkways. We hope to get all of 
the parkways done in Mission 66, with the exception of certain units 
which would come after Mission 66, but they are minor compared 
with the overall program. 

Also in Mission 66 there will be some road work after Mission 66 
is over. However, most of that will be replacement and repairs, 
and the amount of funds needed would be considerably reduced. 
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Last year and in calendar year 1959 we saw travel to the parks in- 
creased from about a little over 58 million to I think 62,889,000, or 
a little better than a 5 percent increase. I believe that, sir, is a very 
quick report on our progress and I think perhaps I ought to stop there, 
unless there are some questions that the committee would like to ask, 
Z Mr. Faron. Mr. Wirth, I appreciate very much your coming down 

ere. 

Could you tell me, Mr. Wirth, if the money that is appropriated 
under the Federal-Aid Highway Act is all used for the building of 
roads, or do you divert money for other purposes ? 

Mr. Wirrn. No, sir. This money is all for road construction. 

Mr. Farion. All for road construction ? 

Mr. Wirru. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Fation. In the past has it all been used for road construction ? 

Mr. W:rtn. There is one point. I think my first statement might 
be corrected. All of our money allocated to roads and trails is devoted 
entirely to roads and trails. Under the parkway authorization as con- 
tained in the Federal-Aid Highway Act, it authorizes the necessary 
facilities to be constructed with the parkway money to make the park- 
way usable, such as our maintenance buildings, picnic grounds, and 
turnouts, and so forth, along the parkway. 

It is true we do spend from the parkway money for the facilities 
that go along with the parkway. 

Mr. Buatrntx. May [I interrupt? I am for those facilities, Mr. 
Wirth. I am strong for the facilities, and I believe in the develop- 
ment of recreational aspects of the highways as well as the other 
resources of our parks and forests, but there seems to be some confu- 
sion which leads to the allocation on the Hill. To be perfectly frank, 
some Members feel there is not a clear-cut direct authorization that 
States highway funds should be used for these facilities, or how far 
you _ go in erecting buildings and rest camps, and even homes we 
are told. 

I do not mean to encroach on the domain of another committee, 
namely, the Appropriations Committee, but this apparently has been 
a matter of quite some discussion and controversy. 

Mr. Wrern. That is correct. Last year, in our Appropriations 
Subcommittee, the question come up at that time, even though I think 
the Authorization Act is clear to that extent. However, the committee 
felt we should not use it for these purposes, and they strictly pro- 
hibited us from using it; and we have adhered to their wishes in the 
matter, of course. 

Mr. Scurrer. You mean, appropriated highway funds should not 
be used for these extraneous buildings and facilities that Congress- 
man Blatnik has referred to? 

Mr. Wirtn. That is correct. They prefer not to do it, and we have 
not done it, although the authorization still rests in the original Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Act. 

Mr. Scuerer. What does that say? That you may use these funds? 

Mr. Wirrn. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. For facilities other than highways? 

Mr. Wirrn. As far as parkways are concerned. I do not have the 
language with me. 

Mr. Buarnrx. Is there any limitation or description of what shall 
be included in the words “facilities as far as parkways are concerned”? 
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Mr. Wirrn. Only what the Congressman has in front of him there 
now. We have oA year gone before the Appropriations Committee 
and listed the facilities as to what we were going to do with the appro- 
priation. Last year the committee felt we should not do it and in- 
structed us not to do it, and we did not do that. Although they did 
allow us to do certain things which were absolutely essential to the 
maintenance of the roads, because we did not have them in our build- 
ings and utilities appropriation. 

That is the way our 1961 budget was submitted, only to use those 
that are absolutely essential to the maintenance and operation of the 
road. In other words, on the same basis I assume as the Federal-aid 
highway operation; namely, along with the roads every so often go 
for yards and shops and things like that which are necessary to main- 
tain the highways. 

Mr. Scuerer. Are you finished, Mr. Blatnik ? 

Mr. Buiarnik. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Chairman, our counsel, Mr. Sullivan, calls my 
attention, and I think properly so, to the conference report of the 
Department of the Interior aukaaenan agencies, which is the appro- 
priation bill for 1960. Mr. Sullivan points out amendment No. 20 
in the conference report which deals with the very matter that Mr. 
Blatnik raised. I think it would be proper to read it into the record 
at this point. This is amendment No. 20, eventually adopted by the 
Congress. It says: 

Amendment No. 20 appropriates $30 million as proposed by the House for 
construction (liquidation of contract authorizations) instead of $32,350,000 as 
proposed by the Senate. The conferees are in agreement that the building and 
utilities projects should be constructed under this appropriation item for the 
construction of parkways only when they are required to make the parkway a 
usable recreational facility (including such facilities as are required for the 
proper maintenance and protection of the parkway) ; and recommend that here- 
after other building and utility projects which do not meet this criteria, such 
as administration building, exhibit centers, employee houses, rehabilitation of 
historic buildings, etc., should be provided under the regular construction appro- 
priation for buildings, utilities, and other physical facilities. 

Of course, I certainly agree with the conclusions of the Appropria- 
tions Committee as set forth in that conference report. It means we 
use more of this money for highway construction. 

Mr. Buatntx. Would it be much of a problem, Mr. Wirth, to in- 
clude two separate items in your budget request—one for your actual 
road construction and maintenance and other servicing, and one for 
whatever facilities you need ? 

Mr. Wirtn. No, sir. We will be glad to do it any way the Congress 
wishes us to do it. The only reason we were doing it the other way 
was because the original act on Federal-aid highways and parkways 
included all these things as part of the parkway construction, and it 
was not until last year that the committee felt it should be excluded 
and put under the name of it rather than under the parkways. What- 
ever way is the wish of Congress, of course, we will be glad to do it. 

Mr. Brarnik. I am for such facilities that are proper and needed, 
and they are very well done from my experience with them. How- 
ever, I think you will agree that some members do not have a clear 
understanding that way of what is happening. They approve of a 
certain amount of money for parkway roads and we are told they 
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will be used to construct buildings, and homes, and facilities that are 
not very directly related to highway maintenance or construction. 

Therefore, I think it would be a great help to all of us concerned 
to know where the money is going and for what purpose. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Blatnik, the witness says, and I assume he is cor- 
rect, that the authorizing legislation permits the Department of the 
Interior to construct these buildings which you object to and certainly 
I do too. Perhaps we should change the authorizing legislation so 
that there would not be this confusion. 

Mr. Wirth, would you mind submitting to this committee an amend- 
ment to the authorizing legislation in accord with the wishes of the 
Appropriations Committee as evidence by the language I just read 
from the conference report. 

Mr. Wirru. Yes, sir. I would be glad to do that. I might say also 
that this question was—as I understand it the Appropriations Com- 
mittee did submit the question to the Comptroller General as to the 
authorization, and the Guiepieeiiie General did say that the authori- 
zation was in the legislation and it ought to be changed if they wanted 
to change the thing around. So, we would be glad to give you a sug- 
gestion for a change in legislation if you wish. 

Mr. Scuerer. And we may include it as an amendment to this bill 
when it reaches the floor, or we might wait until next year when we 
will have a lot of amendments to the Highway Act. 

Mr. Fation. Will the gentleman yield for an observation? J really 
do not believe when that legislation was drawn up for the authoriza- 
tion that it was the intent of this committee to go outside of their 
jurisdiction and allow for the construction of anything that does not 
pertain to the maintenance of and building of a highway. I under- 
stand that homes were built, for instance. 

Mr. Wrrrn. Yes. 

Mr. Fatton. I think somebody, somewhere along the line said a 
marina was built, and things of that sort, which have no connection 
actually with a form of transportation that we labor with here. So 
I do not believe it was the intent of Congress to authorize these other 
things that you have been building and using highway money for. 

Mr. Scuerer. There is a shortage of highway money now, and we 
want every dime available used on highways and not on buildings. 

Mr. Fatxon. I think that authorization should come from some 
other committee if we need that type of construction. 

Mr. Wirrn. This has been going on, I would say, for over 20 years 
and was written up that way, and we were just following the pro- 
cedure set up. As I say, the Comptroller General rules—of course, 
these parkways are really narrow strips of land, although the marina 
you refer to is the marina on the George Washington Memorial Park- 
way, which becomes one of our parkway units, and the housing 
was for employees every so many miles, where we have our rangers 
ere the Blue Ridge and Natchez Trace Parkway. That is for their 

ouses. 

Mr. Fation. I think that authorization should come from another 
committee that handles that. 

Mr. Wirrn. If it is stricken from here under the amendment it 
comes under you automatically. As I say, we made certain amend- 
ments that you wanted us to. 
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Mr. Scuerer. I do not think any of us intended our remarks to be 
critical of your agency or your departinent. In fact, the criticism 
if any should be directed to Congress for letting this authorizing legis- 
Jation stand as it is. As Mr. Fallon said, I do not think it was the 
intention at the time it passed that this legislation provide for the 
building of these other facilities not directly connected with the high- 
ways. But if the law is susceptible of that interpretation then, of 
course, we should change it. 

Mr. Wirrn. Would it be worded in such a way that you would 
exclude the building of sheds and shops for keeping your road equip- 
ment in ¢ 

Mr. Scuerer. I do not know. I think that might be considered part 
of the highway. 

Mr. Wixtu. I think it is in most places, although we do not in the 

arks. In the parks nothing else comes out of it. In parks like Yel- 
Eectine, and so forth, that all goes into the roads and there are no 
sheds or anything else built for it. 

Mr. Scuerer. Would you mind, for the record, or for my edifica- 
tion, describing the difference between forest highways, and those 
highways under your jurisdiction ¢ 

Mr. Wirrn. There are only two items in your bill. One is roads 
and trails which pertain to roads and trails inside the park units, and 
the other is the parkways, of which there are 10 authorized parkways 
by Congress that are in process. 

Mr. Scuerer. And they are not on the Federal-aid system ? 

Mr. Wirrn. They are not on the Federal-aid system. Nor do they 
come out of the gasoline tax, but they come out of regular appropria- 
tions. ‘They do not come out of your trust fund which you were talk- 
ing about this morning. 

Mr. Scuerer. Are these the highways that the administration now 
recommends be paid for out of trust funds? 

Mr. Wirt. Out of what? 

Mr. Scuerer. Out of trust fund money ? 

Mr. Wirrn. I do not think so. No, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. Because they are not part of the Federal-aid highway 
sysiem. 

Mr. Wirru. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. All right. 

Mr. Fatuon. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Wirth, could you give us the figures as to the 
comparison between the amount authorized for park roads and trails 
for fiscal year 1960 as compared with the amount appropriated by 
Congress? What is the comparison between those two figures, the 
_ authorized and the amount appropriated, just for the year 

960? 

Mr. Wirrn. There is contractual authorization in the Federal-aid 
highway bill, and Congress appropriated the full amount of money 
needed in order to pay our contractual obligations. 

Mr. Batpwin. When you say we appropriated the full amount 
needed to pay your contractual obligations, was the appropriation the 
amount authorized or a lesser amount? 

Mr. Wirrn. It was a lesser amount. 

53268—60——3 
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Mr. Batpwrn. I would like to know the figure. How much differ- 
ence is there between the two? 

— Wirt. Pardon me. I have the 1961 in front of me but not the 
0. 

Mr. Batpwin. Could you give us the figures for 1961 also? 

Mr. Wirern. In 1961 the budget provides for $34 million, which is 
the authorization on an additional $2 million authorization for a 
particular job, making a total of $34 million. And the House com- 
mittee has authorized $30 million as being necessary to meet our con- 
tractual authorization. We have not finished with the Senate com- 
mittee yet. 

Mr. Batpwrn. In other words, the House committee cut it by $4 
million ? 

Mr. Wirtu. That is right. 

Mr. Bartpwin. Concerning this $34 million, is that the combined 
figure for both park roads and parkways? 

Mr. Wirrn. $34 million is the combined figure. I can give you the 
1960 appropriation now. 

Mr. All right. 

Mr. Wirrn. Under parkways we had a contractual authorization of 
$16 million, and they gave us $13,624,800. Under roads and trails we 
have a contractual authorization of $18 million and we were given 
$14,975,000. 

Mr. Bautpwin. Is that adequate ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That was adequate to take care of our work for that 
year. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batpwrn. In other words, you were not handicapped by that ? 

Mr. Wirtn. We were not handicapped by the amount given to us in 
1960. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. Cuark. Mr. Chairman, I am a little concerned at the way the 
funds have been—I cannot say misused, I do not think, because you 
felt that the authority was there in applying it to objects, but I my- 
self feel it was never intended to adopt, under the a aaa Act, prior 
clearance from the Congress on some of these different projects, and 
I would like to put these in the record so that we can understand each 
other on these different projects. I am bringing this up today because 
of this one reason. 

On February 21, 1960, you put out a release concerning the design 
of a six-lane automobile tunnel at the Lincoln Memorial, and your 
release was to the effect that the Park Service agreed to putting 
$135,000 of parkway funds approved by the committee for other 
projects to use, and awarded a contract for a design of a six-lane 
automobile tunnel at Lincoln Memorial. Of course, that was in a 
press release issued on February 21, 1960, This is a continuation of 
some of the things that have happened prior to this. I think that 
something should be done in order to bring this about so that these 
things do not happen without our knowledge, or at least without the 
knowledge of the Interior Committee or the Appropriations 
Committee. 

I mention such things as the construction of the Daingerfield Island 
Sailing Marina, which you already have mentioned. And the six 
houses on the Blue Ridge Parkway at a cost of $214,600, or $35,800 
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r house. Those are pretty nice houses. And when the committee 
questioned the Park Service Director, this was what was told to the 
committee : 

I can assure you, sir, that those houses are not going to cost that amount of 
money. I can guarantee that. 

Two days later this Department reported the houses had already been 
built at an average cost of $30,000 out of parkway funds. 

Then there was an administration building for the Natchez Trace 
Parkway at a cost of $394,800. 

Mr. Scuerer. What was that figure? 

Mr. Ciark. $394,800. 

Mr. Scuerer. For what? 

Mr. Cxark. For an administration building for the Natchez Trace 
Parkway. They planned to spend over $6 million on the District of 
Columbia stadium until they were stopped by the committee. These 
are all prior to February 21 when you made this last press release. 
The Park Service made a contract with the D.C. Armory Board to 
use Park Service funds despite a clear record in the House in passing 
the stadium bill that no Federal funds were to be used. 

I think we should go on from here to find out where and when the 
authority is to be used in your allocating of these funds or money to 
different projects from your Department. If you think you have 
authorization, then I think the least that is going to or should happen 
is the Congress has to approve these, or I feel they should approve 
them because by this one stadium bill it should show you the Congress 
feels that these funds should not be taken out of one fund and used 
for a different purpose. 

I would like your comment on this, and especially on this last one, 
on the $135,000 of Park Service parkway funds for this six-lane auto- 
mobile tunnel at the Lincoln Memorial. 

Mr. Wirtn. I would like very much to comment on it because I 
feel that there is, from what you said, a very bad record, but I think 
it is not. It is not qui‘e as off color as it might appear. 

Mr. Crarx. That is why I am giving you the chance. I think 
you should have the chance to explain it to the committee. 

Mr. Wirru. First, may I say—and in reciting some back history I 
do not want to appear to be saying that we were right and should 
never have done it, because the things that brought about this tunnel 
at the Lincoln Memorial came through this committee, I believe, or 
another subcommittee of this committee. At any rate, the National 
Park Service felt quite strongly that the crossing of the Potomac 
should be somewhere else than down in the central part of Washing- 
ton, down by the Lincoln Memorial, and when we felt we couldn’t do 
that, we argued considerably for a tunnel rather than the Roosevelt 
Bridge. You will recall that, I think. And I think our names were 
dragged through the paper quite a bit on it. Finally, the tunnel 
was decided on by the committee, and it is now being constructed by 


the Dis'rict of Columbia. It ties in with—— 

Mr. Fauion. Just to get the record straight this time, it was not 
authorized by this committee, but authorized by the District of Co- 
lumbia Committee. 

Mr. Wirrnu. I beg your pardon. I am sure you are right on that. 
It being a road I just did not spell that one out. But anyway, along 
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with that there came out the question of the inner loop which came in 
there, which ties into the head of that bridge, and has to get through 
the Mall, and then the negotiations with the highway department af er 
legislation was passed, and the Secretary reached an agreement that 
they move up north; and as we did certain things around the Lincoln 
Memorial, or got the word that the Department of the Interior would 
handle the work from Constitution Avenue through the Mall on the 
other side, because that is under Federal jurisdiction, and we are 
‘very interested, of course, in the preservation of the Lincoln Memorial. 

Each year we get a certain amount of money for advanced planning 
in our appropriation under roads and trails and parkways. The 
highway department is going ahead with the inner loop and bringin 
it in to our boundary line, and going ahead with the bridge, and we did 
‘draw up a contract with the funds we had which we used for planning 
work and advance surveys, and so forth—which we have to have—we 
made a contract with an expert to look into the tunnel feasibility, and 
about what it would cost, so that we could submit to Congress at the 
‘proper time an estimate of what the tunnel was going to cost. 

Up to that time we had just guessed. We know it is all sand around 
the footing of the Lincoln Memorial, which is a very tricky one and 
‘all on piles, and at one time we know there was underneath there an 
old railroad track built on stilts, and there was an old canal and a 
sewer line comes in there. So, to make an estimate without knowing 
what is underneath it would be very foolish on our part. So we did 
‘let this contract. 

This contract is in three divisions. One contract is just for the 
preliminary sounding studies and analysis of the situation, sufficient 
to come up with a reasonable estimate. The second part of it calls 
for—it need not be entered into unless it is decided after you get the 
first one that you will go ahead, and at that point we would submit to 
the Appropriations Committee a complete estimate of what it would 
cost. Then the determination would be made completely as to whether 
we are going ahead or not. 

We have invested $135,000 to find that out, which I feel in fairness 
to Congress and ourselves we ought to have before we come up here 
and say we want to build this tunnel under Lincoln Memorial in order 
to take traffic out from around the memorial itself, because this inner 
loop comes around Rock Creek Park, the proposed location of the cul- 
tural center, and ties in with the Theodore Roosevelt Bridge, and has 
to go down the Freeway, and the only way to get there without going 
down Independence Avenue and turning right is to come down that 
section and turning right and swing past the Tidal Basin to the 
Southwest. 

We have no other way to come up with estimates other than to use 
that fund for that purpose. 

Then the third thing is, if Congress approves going ahead, we go 
into the detailed plans, after which, if the funds are appropriated, 
we would go ahead and let the final one, which would be the contract 
and supervision for carrying it out. 

That is where the $135,000 comes in, and I do not know of any other 
way of operating and still looking ahead and not be criticized for 
dragging our feet because we were sore or something. That is the 
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$135,000. If we erred in doing that, I am sorry, but it looked awful 
reasonable to us. 

As to the stadium, I would like to comment on that. We thought 
we had authorization to go ahead and enter into an agreement because 
the original thing approved by Congress was that there were several 
bills passed by Congress on the stadium, and I do not have the docu- 
mentary evidence here, but amongst them was that they were to be on 
Federal land. There was a discussion as to what part the Federal 
Government would do and what part the Armory Board would do. 

That bill was amended three different times in this process. Each 
time it passed and another one was put in, and so forth. It is true 
that the first estimate covered considerably more ground than the 
Appropriations Committee wanted us to cover, and when that was 
submitted to you, it was worked over and cut down to what I consider 
a very good reasonable solution by Mike Kirwan’s committee. I think 
it is $2,609,000. 

That is not part of our roads and trails, but it is a direct appropria- 
tion which has been submitted as a supplement, or an appropriation 
which the committee has just heard a few weeks ago, or about a week 
ago, and the report is out in which they approved that $2,600,000 for 
the National Park Service to build the surrounding roads and parking 
areas in the park area as part of the overall picture of the stadium. 

There is a difference between our first submission and the final thin 
that the committee approved. I am pleased with the solution, and 
think that the committee is pleased with the solution cutting us 
down to that point. I think it is reasonable to do so, but at the time we 
submitted it that is what we thought the agreement was in accordance 
with our legislation. 

Mr. Ciark. I wonder, Mr. Wirth, if you will tell me what was the 
condition of the national park roads before you had contractual au- 
thorization ? 

Mr. Wirrn. Our first contractual authorization, sir—I might say 
that none of this stadium, or the tunnel, or any of that business comes 
out of these funds, and this is a separate thing that will have to be 
considered by Congress as a separate item, because with this amount 
of money, when you are talking about some $27 million for a tunnel 
and other roads through there, you could not possibly take it out of 
these funds and have anything left for the rest of the parks. 

So it would be a separate figure for the consideration of Congress. 

But to get back to your question, our first contractual authorization 
I think was in the act passed in 1954. Before then with very few ex- 
ceptions we received approximately, I would say, on an average of 
about $3 or $4 million a year, and since we have a contractual author- 
ization we have been able to replace many old roads which have been 
taxed beyond the limit. 

During the war, of course, we were down with the total park system, 
putting in it for 3 years about $3 or $4 million for the whole system. 
Consequently the roads deteriorated. They were not being used be- 
cause people were not traveling. And asphalt roads, penetration 
roads, were what you might call old stagecoach roads. It was not 
until we had this authorization to start our Mission 66 that we were 
able to replace these roads. 
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As I say, out of the first funds on Mission 66 wa have been building 
about 120 miles of park roads a year, and about 15 miles of that has 
been new roads and new parks, and the rest has been replacing old 
roads and bringing them up toa standard that is satisfactory and safe, 

Mr. Ciarx. This is my last question. Would you say you are on 
schedule with your Mission 66 program as far as roads, trails, and 
parkways are concerned and, if not, how much do you need ? 

Mr. Wirrn. That isa toughie. We are not on schedule in order to 
carry out the Mission 66 program as originally submitted. I have left 
with the committee, and I have a copy of it here, what we call our 
funding program, which indicates the amount we will spend in each 
area and what we need by years through 1966. It is the control 
schedule I give to the Appropriations Committee every year. Ac- 
cording to our control schedule we would need $25 million a year for 
the rest of Mission 66. 

The reason for that is this: That in the process since Mission 66 
started on roads and trails, for instance, the average cost in some 
years was higher, but this last year it was approximately 9.25 percent 

igher than the year in which we started. The increase over the 
original submission on Mission 66 amounts to $49 million for roads 
and trails, of which $15 million can be charged to that increase in 
cost. The rest of it is chargeable to new projects that have been 
added by the establishment of new areas which we did not contem- 
plate at that time. That is our situation there. 

The same thing holds true on the parkway situation, with the in- 
crease in cost. So that, with the present amounts we are spending 
we will find ourselves behind by 1966. We are behind now, but we 
will not be completing the Mission 66 program. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mr. Baldwin. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Mr. Wirth, in all these park roads, is the Park 
Service doing everything possible to protect the natural scenic beauty? 
I have had some real serious objections and complaints, particularly 
from the members of the Sierra Club, of which I am a life member, 
about the construction of a 17-mile strip of the Tioga Road running 
from Tuolumne Meadows on in the direction of the road that runs 
down into Yosemite Valley. It is the section around Lake Tenaya 
that they complain about bitterly, which destroys the natural scenic 
beauty of the area, and they feel it could have been done in a way 
that would not doso. 

(The following was furnished for insertion :) 
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Marcu 11, 1960. 
Hon. Grorce H. 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C, 

Dear Mr. Fation: In response to Mr. Sullivan’s telephone request there are 
enclosed the following documents relating to National Park Service Director 
Conrad 1.. Wirth’s testimony before the subcommittee on March 1 concerning 
H.R. 10495 and H.R. 10651. 

1. Statement concerning construction of parkways buildings, utilities, and 
miscellaneous facilities. 

2. Copy of letter of March 25, 1959, from the Comptroller General to Hon. 
Michael J. Kirwan. 

’ 8. List of legislative references for various parkways. 
Sincerely yours, 


Toison, 
Assistant Director. 
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STATEMENT CONCERNING CONSTRUCTION OF PARKWAYS BUILDINGS, UTILITIES AND 
MISCELLANEOUS FACILITIES 


In regard to the construction of parkways buildings, utilities, and miscella- 
neous facilities under the contract authorizations and the funds appropriated 
pursuant thereto in conformity with provisions of the Federal Aid Highway 
Acts, a review of the basic legislation for the individual parkways discloses 
that such a practice is permissive but not mandatory. Provision is made in 
the budgetary structure of the National Park Service to provide funds for these 
purposes under the head “Construction,” and such facilities for areas other 
than parkways have been so budgeted in the past. 

It is a well-established fact that one of the primary purposes to be served 
in formulating appropriation and budgetary structure is to present the needs 
of an agency in the most clear cut, understandable manner. As it is the 
apparent desire of the Appropriations Committee on the Interior Department 
and Related Agencies and of the Public Works Committee considering Federal- 
aid highway authorizations for the National Park Service that buildings, util- 
ities, and miscellaneous facilities not be financed pursuant to Federal Aid High- 
way Act authorizations, the National Park Service will prepare budget estimates 
in the future to conform to the recommendation of the report of the conferees 
on the Interior Department and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1960 (Con. 
Rept. No. 545, June 12, 1959), which is quoted in pertinent part as follows: 

“The conferees are in agreement that ‘buildings and utilities’ projects should 
be constructed under this appropriation item for the construction of parkways 
only when they are required to make the parkway a usable recreational facility 
(including such facilities as are required for the proper maintenance and pro- 
tection of the parkway) and recommend that hereafter other building and utility 
projects which do not meet this criteria, such as administration buildings, ex- 
hibit centers, employee housing, rehabilitation of historical buildings, etc., should 
be budgeted under the regular ‘construction’ appropriation for buildings, utilities, 
and other physical facilities.” 

No change in the basic legislative authority for parkways is deemed necessary. 


CoMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE UNITED STATES, 
Washington, March 25, 1959. 
Hon. MicHaert J. Kirwan, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Department of the Interior and Related Agencies 
Appropriations Committee on Appropriations, House of Representatives. 


Deak Mr. CHarRMAN: Your letter of February 23, 1959, with enclosures, 
acknowledged February 26, requests our opinion as to the propriety of certain 
expenditures which the National Park Service is making or proposes to make 
under the authority of section 4(b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958, 
Public Law 85-381. 

You state that the National Park Service has advised the committee that it 
has programed in fiscal year 1960 obligations for “buildings and utilities” under 
the authority of the cited section at an estimated cost of $1,494,600. Transmitted 
with your letter was a copy of the parkways program, 1960 fiscal vear, presented 
to the committee by the National Park Service in justification of its appropria- 
tion request. Among the proposed items are picnic area developments at Green- 
belt Park, on the Baltimore-Washington Parkway, and at Fort Washington, on 
the George Washington Memorial Parkway: rehabilitation of the water system 
at Fort Washington; and the construction of a seawall at the Daingerfield Island 
Marina, also on the George Washington Memorial Parkway. The committee 
also has been advised that after 1960 the National Park Service plans to expend 
under the authority of the cited section an additional $628,600 on the Dainger- 
field Island Marina and $1,716,500 for rehabilitation of Fort Washington. TLike- 
wise, the same authority is currently being used for construction of a Water 
Sports Center along the Potomac River in the District of Columbia, on the 
Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway. Your subcommittee questions whether the 
authority cited should be interpreted so broadly as to include construction of the 
type of projects indicated. 

Section 4(b) of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958, Public Law 85-381, 72 
Stat. 93. provides as follows: 

“(b) ParKwaAys.—For the construction, reconstruction, and improvement of 
parkways, authorized by Acts of Congress, on lands to which title is vested in 
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the United States, there is hereby authorized to be appropriated the sum of 
$16,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and a like sum for the fiscal] 
year ending June 30, 1961.” 

Since the parkways included in the proposed program of the National Park 
Service have been authorized by acts of Congress and hence are within the 
purview of the section, it is necessary to determine what the Congress intended 
by the words “construction, reconstruction, and improvement of parkways, au- 
thorized by acts of Congress.” The Baltimore-Washington Parkway was an- 
thorized by the act of August 3, 1950, 64 Stat. 400. That act designated the 
project as a parkway, declared it to be an extension of the park system of the 
District of Columbia, authorized the use of adjacent lands for park and recrea- 
tional purposes, and specifically authorized the transfer to the parkway of cer- 
tain lands in Greenbelt. The George Washington Memorial Parkway was au- 
thorized by the act of May 29, 1930, 46 Stat. 482, as part of the park, parkway, 
and playground system of the National Capital. The act authorized inclusion in 

_the parkway of the shores of the Potomac and adjacent lands, from Mount 
Vernon on the Virginia side and Fort Washington on the Maryland side to a 
point above Great Falls (except within Alexandria and the District of Colum- 
bia), which appears to include Daingerfield Island. Also, the act specifically 
provided that Fort Washington would become part of the Parkway whenever it 
was deemed no longer necessary for military purposes. Section 22 of the act of 
March 4, 1913, 37 Stat. 885, authorized the acquisition of lands on both sides of 
Rock Creek, not already owned by the United States, between the Zoological 
Park and Potomac Park, thus consolidating them into the present Rock Creek 
and Potomac Parkway svstem. The act of May 18, 1938, 52 Stat. 407, authorized 
the Natchez Trace Parkway and specifically provided that the right-of-way for 
the projected parkway together with the sites acquired for recreational areas 
in connection therewith shall be known as the Natchez Trace Parkway. Like- 
wise, the act of June 30, 1936, 49 Stat. 2041, which authorized the Blue Ridge 
Parkway, specifically provided for the acquisition and development of recrea- 
tional areas and facilities in connection therewith. These acts clearly contem- 
plate the construction of more than roads. 

Moreover, we have been informed that the National Park Service presented 
to the House and Senate Committees on Public Works in support of its request 
for the parkway authorization which was included as section 4(b) of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958 its Mission 66 development program. This is 
a long-range improvement program running from 1957 through 1966 and covering 
all parks and other areas administered by the Service. The program clearly 
shows for 1960 and 1961—the period for which authorizations were being re- 
quested in the 1958 act—planned buildings and utilities projects on the parkways 
here in question. Section 4(b) was enacted on the basis of this justification, 
although the amount authorized was less than the amount requested. In view 
thereof and since we can find nothing to the contrary in the legislative history 
of that provision, we have to assume that the language of section 4(b) was 
intended to authorize construction of buildings and utilities on the parkways. 
This is a matter, however, which we believe could well be clarified in any future 
legislation thereon. 

Hence, in view of the justification presented to the Committees on Public 
Works prior to enactrrent of the 1958 act, and the use of the term “parkway” 
in the acts authorizing the various parkways as meaning more than just the 
parkway roa‘s, it must be held that the present and proposed contractual obliga- 
tions of the National Park Service fer buildings and utilities projects on park- 
wavs as included in your letter and its attachments are authorized. 

In connection with the Water Sports Center, it is noted that the 1959 fiscal 
year parkwavs program, as contained in the Mission 66 development program 
which ws presented to the Committee on Public Works in support of the park- 
ways authorization request subsequently enacted as section 104(b) of the Fed- 
eral-Aid Highway Act of 1956, 70 Stat. 376, likewise programed buildings and 
utilities on the parkways of the same type as proposed for 1960. Included there- 
in was an item of $216,500 for a Water Sports Center, boathouse and docks, 
on the Rock Creek and Potomac Parkway. The Department of the Interior 
and Related Agencies Appropriation Act, 1959, 72 Stat. 161, appronriated funds 
to liquidate obligations incurred under the authorization act, which would in- 
elude the $216.500 fer the Water Sports Center. An additional amount of 
$35,500 was included in the $16 million program authorized by section 4(b) of 
the 1958 act. This would appear to remove any question as to the authority 
for constructing said center. 
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With respect to your question concerning the proposed construction by the 
National Park Service of parking and access roads for the D.C. Stadium, section 
4(a) of Public Law 85-381, provides as follows: 

“(a) NATIONAL Parks, ETc.—-For the construction, reconstruction, and im- 
provement of roads and trails, inclusive of necessary bridges, in national parks, 
monuments, and other areas administered by the National Park Service, in- 
cluding areas authorized to be established as national parks and monuments, 
and national park and monument approach roads authorized by the Act of 
January 31, 1931 (46 Stat. 1053), as amended, there is hereby authorized to be 
appropriated the sum of $18,000,000 for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1960, and 
a like sum for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1961.” 

Under the D.C. Stadium Act of 1957, Public Law 85-300, 71 Stat. 619, as 
amended by Public Law 85-561, 72 Stat. 421, the title to the site of the stadium 
is to remain in the United States and the stadium is to be constructed, maintained 
and operated under a contract between the Secretary of the Interior and the 
Armory Board. However, the cited acts provide that the Board is authorized 
to pay for the construction of the stadium, and to prepare, maintain, light, and 
operate motor vehicle parking lots. Public Law 85-561 further provides that 
the term “stadium” includes necessary motor-vehicle parking areas, and all 
equipment, appliances, facilities, and property of any kind, necessary to carry 
out the purposes of the D.C. Stadium Act. Also, the discussions on the floor 
of the House of Representatives prior to enactment of Public Law 85-561 clearly 
indicate that the Congress was advised unequivocally that the stadium would 
be adequately serviced by existing roadways plus those already planned by the 
Director of Highways of the District of Columbia. Such discussions also show 
that the Congress was advised that the operating fund to be set up by the 
Armory Board was to bear the cost of construction, maintenance, etc., of the 
stadium, which was expressly stated to include the related parking areas. (See 
Congressional Record for July 14, 1958, p. 12467, and item 5 on p. 6 of H. R. 
2146, 85th Cong. on H.R. 12162, which was enacted as Public Law 85-561.) In 
view thereof and of the clear congressional intent that the stadium be con- 
structed without cost to the Federal Government, it is our opinion that the gen- 
eral authorization for park road construction contained in section 4(a) of 
Public Law 85-381 does not authorize the National Park Service to expend 
Federal funds for the construction of motor-vehicle parking areas for the D.C. 
Stadium. While section 4(a) of Public Law 85-881 authorizes the National 
Park Service to construct roads in national parks and in other areas admin- 
istered by the Service, it seems clear that the Congress did not contemplate the 
construction of access roads to the stadium by the National Park Service under 
such authorization when it enacted Public Law 85-561. Hence, while legal 
authority for the construction of access roads on parkland appears to exist, in 
the circumstances construction of access roads to the stadium by the National 
Park Service should not be undertaken without congressional approval. 

Sincerely yours, 


Comptroller General of the United States. 


PARKWAYS LEGISLATION 


Baltimore-Washington Parkway (District of Columbia and Maryland) 
Act of August 3, 1950 (Public Law 643, 81st Cong.) (64 Stat. 400). 
Blue Ridge Parkway (Virginia and North Carolina) 
cae of June 30, 1936 (Public Law 848, 74th Cong.) (16 U.S.C. 460a-—2; 49 Stat. 
Act of June 8, 1940 (Public, No. 566, 76th Cong.) (54 Stat. 249). 
Chesapeake and Ohio Canal Parkway (Maryland) 
Act of September 22, 1950 (Public Law 811, 81st Cong.) (64 Stat. 905). 
Act of June 10, 1948 (Public Law 618, 80th Cong.) (62 Stat. 351). 
Colonial Parkway (Virginia) 
Act of July 3, 1980 (Public, No. 510, 71ist Cong.) (46 Stat. 855). 
Act of March 8, 1931 (Public, No. 792, 7ist Cong.) (46 Stat. 1490). 


Act of June 5, 1936 (Public, No. 666, 74th Cong.) (49 Stat. 1483). 
Act of June 28, 1938 (Public, No. 753, 75th Cong.) (52 Stat. 1208). 
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Foothills Parkway (Tennessee) 

Act of February 22, 1944 (Public Law 232, 78th Cong.) (58 Stat. 19). 
George Washington Memorial Parkway (Virginia and Maryland) 

Act of May 29, 1930 (Public Law 284, 7ist Cong.) (46 Stat. 482). 

Act of August 8, 1946 (Public Law 699, 79th Cong.) (60 Stat. 960). 
Natchez Trace Parkway (Mississippi, Alabama, and Tennessee) 

Act of May 18, 1938 (Public Law 530, 75th Cong.) (52 Stat. 407). 

Act of May 21, 1934 (Public Law 244, 73d Cong.) (48 Stat. 791). 
Suitland Parkway (District of Columbia and Maryland) 

Act of August 17, 1949 (Public Law 242, 81st Cong.) (63 Stat. 612). 


Mississippi River parkway survey 


Act of August 24, 1949 (Public Law 262, 81st Cong.) (63 Stat. 626). 


Mr. Wirrn. I am a member of the club too but I will not speak 
for the club at this time, but will speak for my particular connection 
with it for a few years, because it was a very hot Akagi if I can 
use that term. Back in the 1930’s we started building part of the 
Tioga Road. The Tioga Road was there before the park was estab- 
lished. It was an old thing that came up over the Tioga Pass and 
on down. The first part was constructed back in the 1930’s, and we 
never did finish it. But during that time there was considerable dis- 
cussion as to just where that road should go. It is true it could not 
follow the old road because it wound between the trees and dropped 
very rapidly. If you have been over the road, and I am sure you 
have been, I am sure you know how people started at sight of it. 

At that time when they started construction, before my days as 
Director, they had a similar discussion on this thing and reached 
an agreement to pick a line. 

When Mission 66 came along and we got money to complete that 
road, there came to me the thought that knowing what had happened 
in the past history of it, I said, well, we have already reached an agree- 
ment on that line back in the 1930’s when Mr. Drury was Director. 
Why go through all of that again. Why not get out the old plans 
and build it on that line. So that is what we did. 

Much to my concern, things did explode as you said. I went out 
there a couple of times, and of course it was a different group of 
Sierra Club people. I found that there was friction between the old- 
time Sierra Club and the present one. 

I do not want to be critical of the Sierra Club because I believe in 
it very strongly and I am a life member also. But we finally did 
settle our differences, I think, in some minor changes as we get across 
it near to Tongay Lake. I am anxious to get out there to see it this 
year when it is complete. I think people will be fairly well satisfied 
on it. 

It is on the alinement made in 1930. It is on a relatively narrow 
road compared with others. 

The squabble I am talking about is about 2 years old and it has 
died down now, and I think we are all on an even keel now. 

Mr. Barpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. Faxon. Are there any other questions? 

Mr. Batpwin. No. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr. Wirth. 


OH 
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Mr. Wirtn. Thank you very much, sir. . 
Mr. Fation. Mr. Trier, would you give your name and position to 
the reporter, please ? 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT J. TRIER, CHIEF, BRANCH OF ROADS, 
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS, DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Mr. Trier. My name is Robert J. Trier. I am the Chief, Branch 
of Roads, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Department of the Interior. _ 

I would like, if it would be permitted, to give a brief description 
of the program which the Bureau of Indian Affairs has been carry- 
ing out on the construction and maintenance of roads. 

r. Fatton. Go ahead, Mr. Trier. 1 

Mr. Trier. The Indian Bureau has had a national road program for 
the past 27 years. The Indian agencies throughout the country have 
road organizations which are similar to a county highway depart- 
ment. The reason for this is that Indian lands are not taxable, and 
road services ordinarily furnished by county governments are not fur- 
nished to Indian reservations, so it becomes necessary for the Bureau 
of Indian Affairs to build and maintain such roads as are required 
on the Indian lands. 

By the close of World War II, the Indian Bureau system consisted 
of approximately 20,500 miles of roads. Since that time the Bureau 
has been engaged in a policy whereby we are trying to turn these roads 
over to the counties, and in some instances the States. The method 
whereby we do this consists of entering into agreements with the coun- 
ties whereby the Indian Bureau agrees to improve the road to an 
adequate standard, provided that the county will take over the road 
henceforth and maintain it as a county road. 

Since that policy has been in force, the 20,500-mile system has been 
reduced to somewhat slightly less than 18,000 miles. During recent 

ears we have been building from 350 to 400 miles of roads per year. 

e have been turning over approximately that mileage to county or 
State governments. 

That is a brief summary of the purpose and manner in which we 
carry out the Indian Bureau road program. 

I would be glad to answer any questions that the committee mem- 
bers may have. 

Mr. Faxon. Mr. Trier, do you in any way divert money that is 
authorized to be used for the building of roads and maintenance of 
roads—do you divert any of it for any other purpose? 

Mr. Trier. No. All of our money is spent for construction and 
maintenance of the roads. Other facilities, such as buildings, are fur- 
nished from a different fund that the Indian Bureau has. 

Mr. Fatton. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Blatnik ? 

Mr. Briarntx. Are these roads, Mr. Trier, built only on Indian 
reservation lands? 

Mr. Trier. The law provides that roads may be built on Indian 
lands, or to provide access to Indian lands. There are instances where 
we must cross non-Indian lands in order to connect up Indian lands 
with the connecting road system, 
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Mr. Biatnix. What do you mean by “non-Indian lands”? 

Mr. Trier. Taxable white lands. 

Mr. Buiatnik. And the local county or State is responsible for that? 

Mr. Trier. Yes. Privately owned land in many cases. Of course, 
in many cases there is a strip of county land between the reservations, 
and we must cross one to give the reservation access to the local road 
system. 

Mr. Buatnik, That is all. 

Mr. Are there any questions? 

Mr. Baldwin? 

Mr. Batpowin. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Trier, could you give us also the figures as to the relationship 
between the authorization and the amount appropriated for Indian 
reservation roads and bridges for 1960, and the request for 1961? 
Do you have those ? 

Mr. Trier. Yes; I have. 

The Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958 authorizes $12 million for 
1960, and $12 million for 1961, for road construction, that is, roads on 
Indian reservations. The 1960 appropriation was $9,600,000, and the 
budget estimate for 1961 is $8 million. 

Mr. Batpwin. $8 million. There seems to be a considerable spread 
between the authorization for 1961 and the amount appropriated. Is 
that putting you in a bind as compared with the needs for keeping 
these roads in proper condition? What is the effect of the difference 
of - million in the authorization and appropriation for fiscal year 
1961 

Mr. Trier. The best answer I can give to that question is that we 
built two-thirds as many roads and turned over two-thirds as many 
roads to counties with $8 million as we did with 12. Those matters 
relating to budget balance are at a different and higher level of 
government that I am acquainted with, and I am not in a position 
to state what those relationships are. 

Mr. Batpwin. I realize that that would involve some process in 
the Budget Bureau, but let me ask you this question: Are we fallin 
behind in needs in these Indian roads as compared to 4 or 5 years ago? 
A couple of years ago I know when the Park Service came in they 
were able to point out they were actually falling behind their needs. 
That is when they put in Mission 66 and increased the rate of both 
authorization and appropriation. 

Are you falling behind what you feel the needs for Indian roads 
and trails and bridges are? 

Mr. Trier. Up to the present time our program has tended to in- 
crease from approximately a $3 million level in 1946 and 1947 up to 
a $12 million level in 1959. During the war years we were cut off 
from construction funds, and it took us 4 or 5 years to repair the 
deterioration that took place during those years. Then we began 
to make progress to the extent of turning roads over to counties and 
getting rid of them. It would be my opinion that at the $12 million 
level at which we built in 1959, that we were able to make fair prog- 
ress on our Indian road program. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. That isall. 

Mr. Fatron. Are there any other questions on this side? 

(No response. ) 


t 
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Mr. Fation. Thank you very much, Mr. Trier. 

a on behalf of the committee, may I welcome you here 
today 

Mr. Scuerer. Here is where I get some support. 

Mr. Fatuon. Here is where we all get some support. 

Mr. Richards, will you give your full name, title and occupation 
to the reporter, please ? 


STATEMENT OF GLENN C. RICHARDS, COMMISSIONER OF PUBLIC 
WORKS, DETROIT, MICH., APPEARING AS CHAIRMAN OF THE 
COMMITTEE ON HIGHWAYS, AMERICAN MUNICIPAL ASSOCIA- 
TION 


Mr. Ricuarps. Mr, Chairman and members of the House Subecom- 
mittee on Roads, I am Glenn Richards, Commissioner of Public 
Works, City of Detroit, Mich. It has been my pleasure to appear 
before this committee and other congressional committees for many 
years on behalf of the American Municipal Association. I am ap- 
pearing today as chairman of its committee on highways. 

I do not know whether you are going to ask me the same question 
you asked the president of the American Association of State High- 
way Officials, but I would like to answer in behalf of the American 
Municipal Association that its relationship between the cities and 
the Bureau of Public Roads has increased immensely. We have a 
very fine relationship now, and it is improving every year. There 
is room for more progress, but we see it happening right along, and 
the relationship that now exists between NATO and the AASHO 
changed a lot in recent years. We feel now we are part of the family 
and not outsiders, as was the situation, you recall, in 1944, when I 
first. appeared here and asked that you give consideration to our urban 
problems. 

This committee itself has changed considerably. As you said a few 
months ago, most of you are from the cities now and have the inter- 
ests of the cities, whereas I do recall back in those years before we got 
recognition of the cities that the committee, I felt, as well as the 
Bureau of Public Roads and the American Association of State High- 
way Officials, felt that the cities were on their own. It is your problem 
oe the Bureau’s problem, which is the problem of carrying the roads 
to the cities. But we made a lot of progress and are making progress 
now, and I see room for improvement. 

Mr. Scuerer. Do not become too optimistic. If I can judge the 
feeling in Congress today we will be carrying the roads just to the 
periphery of the cities. 

Mr. Ricnarps. And I recall the very fine talks you have made on 
that, Congressman, and we are with you 100 percent. As we have said 
before, there is probably going to be another revolution in this coun- 
try if some of the things that have been said would happen to cities, 
take place, or attempt to be taking place. Because we have a large 
population in cities now, and many Members of Congress are from 
cities, and I am sure that you, with our help, are not going to let these 
things happen to us that have been proposed by some people here. 
We are with you 100 percent and are going to back you up like the 
American Association of State Highway Officials and the rest of us. 


42 FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT OF 1960 


Mr. Crark. At this point, Mr. Chairman, if our position in Con- 
gress on the Federal-aid system is that it just goes to the periphery 
of the cities, then will you be coming here, or your cities or urban 
communities, be coming here for aid and help to build the roads into 
the cities them? You will be coming for help regardless of whether 
it is the Federal-aid system, or the urban system, will you not? 

Mr. Ricnarps. The many times I have appeared here I think you 
will recall I always said cities are not just interested in highways in 
cities. That is our first love, but we want a national system of high- 
ways, and want all our needs met, as well as needs of county and State 
highway departments. We are ready to go along the line with all of 
the people for a balanced system of highways. 

I was glad to hear the testimony this morning and the observations 
and recommendations on this. I have an amendment I am going to 
offer which I think you all ought to sponsor, because it does just what 
you have been talking about. I hope we could get you all to agree to 
this amendment, but it does some of the things you asked for this 
morning. 

I will go ahead with my statement now and then maybe you would 
like to ask some questions of what we as cities are proposing. I think 
I can say what I am PrODONS, I feel, will be accepted by the State 
highway officials, and by the county officials, and by the highway 
users, because it is something that is logical and something that I have 
mentioned before we did get a start on it. 

The American Municipal Association is the national association of 
municipal governments in the United States. It represents nearly 
13,000 cities throughout the Nation including all the State associa- 
tions of municipalities. 

The American Municipal Association has three objectives in pre- 
senting testimony to this committee on H.R. 10495 by Representative 
Fallon. The first is to indicate our support of the A-B-C program 
and H.R. 10495; the second is to propose an amendment to the Federal 
laws on highways to permit the expenditure of Federal-aid seconda 
funds on urban extensions of the secondary system; and the third is 
to urge the creation of a Federal-Aid Urban Highway System. 

At the time this testimony was prepared we did not have bill H.R. 
10651, but I am sure that in your wisdom if you see it possible to 
increase the A-B-C funds, we would support such action. 

I might say that I concur with Congressman Scherer in that we did 
get recognition of our A~B-C program in the appropriation of $400 
million. But I would like to point out that that program didn’t do 
too much for urban areas. The reason for that was that the highway 
commission did not want to spend their money there, but it was a 
quick program and while it was set up during the session to put men 
to work, our programs in the larger urban areas are more complicated. 
Right-of-way land has to be acquired, which requires tearing down 
buildings, and complicated utility plants have to be prepared. 

So I feel only a small percentage of that $400 million was spent in 
urban areas. hile it did help the A~B-C program as a whole. many 

rban areas did not get too much advantage out of this, in my opinion. 
That is why I am asking that we maybe take a new look at the urban 
areas and it ought to be taken into consideration in the future A~B-C 
_ programs. 
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I would further like to point out when the formula was set up in 
1944, conditions were quite different than they are today. At that 
time we as cities asked that 25 percent of the funds be spent in cities, 
and 25 percent on the secondary roads, and 50 percent on the primary 
system. That was 16 years ago. As you well know, traffic is now 
much heavier in cities than it was then, and the population increased 
and is increasing day by day, so that our beet becomes a little 
different. Something should be done to take a new look at the for- 
mula > to put more flexibility in the formula, which my amendment 
asks for. 

Mr. Fallon’s bill would authorize appropriations for fiscal years 
1962 and 1963 for the Federal-aid primary system, the Federal-aid 
secondary system, and their extension within urban areas, thus con- 
tinuing the balanced program jure 0 The importance of the A~B-C 
systems should be once again emphasized by recalling their size in 
terms of mileage and traffic carried. 

The Federal-aid primary system—exclusive of the Interstate Sys- 
tem—makes up 6 percent of total mileage in the United States and 
carries 32 percent of the tote] traffic. The Federal-aid secondary sys- 
tem contains 15 percent of the total U.S. mileage and handles 14 per- 
cent of the total traffic. 

Local government is particularly benefited by adequate A-~B-C 
highways, streets, and roads. They help fill in that vast network of 3.4 
million miles of streets and roads in this country which will have the 
Interstate System as its trunkline system. But as we all know, a 
trunkline system by itself would be relatively useless, needing a sup- 
plementary system of major arterials to feed the trunkline. 

The total Federal-aid system is supported by another large and 
busy group of streets 4 roads that are paid for locally. They 
<r ee a startling 2.7 million miles or 78 percent of the grand 
US. total. 

Tremendous progress has been made in roadbuilding by virtue of the 
A-B-C program, which incorporates the 50-50 matching principle. 
It must be carried forward in order that the traffic needs of our 
country will be met. 

As a matter of fact, we had hoped H.R. 10495 would reflect the 
goals stated several years ago in the House Committee on Public 
Works report (H.R. No. 2022, Apr. 21, 1956) accompanying H.R. 
10660 of 1956. Section 102 on Federal-aid highways was discussed 
as follows: 

This section declares that, recognizing it to be in the national interest to 
foster and accelerate the construction of a safe and efficient system of Federal- 
aid highways in each State, it is the intent of Congress progressively to increase 
the annual authorizations for the above three categories (A—B-C systems) by 
a total of not less than $25 million annually over a 10-year period commencing 
with the fiscal year 1960 and continuing through the fiscal year 1969, the alloca- 
tion of such authorizations among the three categories to be in the same relative 
ratios as now provided. 

We recognize, of course, that the President’s budget message rec- 
ommended $900 million as opposed to the $925 million proposed by 
H.R. 10495, thus continuing the same amount authorized previously 
for 1961 (1960 was $900 million) on through 1962 and 1963. Never- 
theless, we give our complete support to the bill now under considera- 
tion with the hope that the intent of the House as set forth above can 
be implemented. 
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The report, “Needs of the Highway Systems, 1955-84,” prepared 

by the Bureau of Public Roads and submi‘ted to Congress, documents 
the Federal-aid primary and Federal-aid secondary construction re- 
quirements. Pointed up in this report is the fact that— 
about 75 percent of the presently designated Federal-aid primary system (ex- 
cluding interstate system mileage) will need some kind of improvement during 
the 10-year period 1955-64. The comparable value for the Federal-aid sec- 
ondary system is about 68 percent. 
Also stressed is the anticipated growth in mileage on these systems, 
Construc‘ion work for the same 10-year period was estimated to be 
$29.9 billion on the Federal-aid primary system and $15 billion on 
the Federal-aid secondary system. 

If we are going to successfully attack these needs, the gradual 
augmentation of the A~B-C program is essential. The critical posi- 
tion which is developing is indicated clearly in the Urban Land Insti- 
tu‘e’s recent publication, Metropolitanization of the United States. 

The impact of the horizontal growth of our metropolitan areas on land use 
appears destined to effect tremendous changes during the next four decades, 
Assuming an overall average population density of new growth areas at 2,500 
persons per square mile, merely the expansion of 300 metropolitan areas fore- 
east for the year 2,000 would consume some 55,000 square miles of additional land 
surrounding these centers—an area equal to seven and one-half times the entire 
land area of the State of New Jersey, and approximate’y equal to the whole 
State of Illinois. This potential new demand for metropolitan land during 
the next 40 years is equal to 2 percent of the entire land area of the United 
States. 

The second item I wish to present is the use of Federal-aid second- 
ary funds in urban areas. Present law permits Federal-aid primary 
money to be spent on projects within urban areas as well as rural 
areas over and above the funds earmarked for projects on urban ex- 
tensions of Federal-aid primary and Federal-aid secondary systems. 

Federal-aid secondary funds are treated differently, however. The 
Federal-aid secondary system is confined to rural areas with two ex- 
ceptions where it enters urban areas: 

(1) In any State having a population density of more than 200 
per squore mile; and 

(2) Where its extension passes through the urban area or connects 
with another Federal-aid system within the area, but Federal partic- 
ipation in projects on such extension is limited to urban funds. 

We feel that this limitation on Federal-aid secondary funds should 
be eliminated so that, like Federal-aid primary funds, they are eligible 
for expenditure both inside and outside urban areas without disturb- 
ing the status of the urban extension funds. 

Let me explain we are trving to raise secondary funds in cities, and 
a!] we are asking is the flexibility it would give State hivhway depart- 
ments. I think many of vou have county hiehways in many cases 
that carry heavier traffic than the Interstate System in many cases, 
which stens at the city limit line and comes into the city on city 
streets. We are called upon in the cities to meet that need. 

With the State preempting the gasoline taxes and the license taxes, 
and the Federal Government going in to earmark taxes, it leaves 
tho cities with only the real estate tax to do anything with. 

T have examnles in Detroit, Mich., and almost any city, where we 
have those highways and they do not have a penny spent on them in 
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10 years. I do not see a chance of spending money on those highways 
in 20 years. We have railroad crossings which are heavily traveled 
highways, with accident after accident occurring on them, and there 
is no money available for those roads. On those county roads that. 
come into cities on the secondary roads, you give the highway depart- 
ment the flexibility it needs to help finance some of these highways. 

Mr. Scuerer. May | interrupt? 

Mr. Ricnarps. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. While I am certainly in sympathy with your amend- 
ment, don’t you think we should wait to present this amendment until 
after the 1961 reports are in? Don’t you think that that would be 
the time to consider this amendment? I think all of us are aware 
of the fact that there are going to be some radical changes in high- 
way legislation. It is my feeling that perhaps it would be best to con- 
sider your amendment with the many changes that are going to take 

lace, rather than trying to push this amendment through this year. 
oon afraid it might be defeated this year, and once it is defeated it 
would be difficult to revive it next year, when we are going to make, 
as I see it, quite a revision in the whole financing system, and some 
other phases of this program. 

Mr. Ricuarps. You could ke right, Congressman. It is critical in 
many areas right today. You will recall that you did recognize the 
problem when you allowed the extension on through but did not 
give us any money for it because urban money is all taken up by 
the State highway department on badly needed State trunklines in 
urban areas. So although you recognized the problem in 1952 there 
was nothing accomplished because there was no money to do it with. 
Many highway departments would like the flexibility immediately. 

Mr. Scuerer. But you see next year, after these reports are in, I 
think we will try to find new sources of revenue and perhaps broaden 
the base of this highway tax, and perhaps change some formulas for 
distribution. When we find new sources of money, and I hope money 
is not going to be as tight as it is now insofar as this program is con- 
cerned, then I think your amendment would have a far greater chance 
of consideration and passage. 

Mr. Ricuarps. You could be right. I would not argue that. 

Mr. Scuerer. I am just pointing that out. 

Mr. Ricuarps. If it appears it will hurt our chances. 

Mr. Scuerer. I don’t think we can pass it this year even if all of 
us were enthusiastic about it. For the same reason I am going to 
suggest that the administration postpone its request. While I am 
in sympathy with the administration’s proposal that we pay for 
forest highways that are part of the Federal-aid system out of trust 
funds—still I do not think we should try to do it this year. Likewise 
Iam sympathetic toward some form of reimbursement for States that 
have built freeways and toll roads. I think some day we should 
work out a formula for reimbursement, but last year was not the time. 

Mr. Ricnarps. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. And we got into a terrible hassle because some people: 
wanted to push reimbursement. I am sympathetic with it. Perhaps: 
we should consider it next year after the 1961 reports are before us.. 
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Mr. Ricwarps. I think maybe you are right. We are not going to 
push to hard for it except to get recognition of the problem. Maybe 
what I am going to offer as a third thing would take care of this. 

Mr. Scuerer. And this is an election year. 

Mr. Ricuarps. Okay. 

The American Municipal Association’s National Municipal Polic 
Statement for 1960 calls on Congress to make such a change as fol- 
lows—whether it is done this year or next year, our policy will still 
stand: 

It is hereby declared to be the policy of the American Municipal Association 
that secondary as well as major city streets within the corporate limit of 
municipalities should be eligible for Federal aid in the same proportion that 
Federal aid is available for roads outside cities. The Congress is urged to 
amend existing highway legislation to this end. 


We hope that this committee will give consideration to recommend- 
ing legislation that will accomplish this objective—an objective which 
would correct an inequitable feature of Federal highway law. 

The third subject—which maybe is the start towards that—we want 
to propose for your study and action is the establishment of a Federal- 
aid urban system. Again I would like to quote from the National 
Municipal Policy Statement for 1960: 


27-32. The American Municipal Association favors the enactment of legis- 
lation which would establish by a law a Federal-aid urban system of arterial 
streets which system shall be in addition to the Federal-aid primary and inter- 
state systems of highways in urban areas. 

Such system shall be selected by the State highway departments and appro- 
priate local officials in cooperation with each other, subject to approval by the 
Secretary of Commerce. 

In making such selections, there shall be included extensions of the Federal 
aid secondary system in urban areas, lateral, feeder, distributor, and such cir- 
cumferential routes as may be required to furnish maximum utility to the vari- 
ous Federal-aid systems within or adiacent to urban areas. 

Consideration shall be given in the establishment of such a system to civil 
defense evacuation routes to the extent that such routes are not included on 
other systems within or adjacent to urban areas. 

This system shall be confined to urban areas, except that the system may be 
extended into rural areas where necessary to connect with another Federal-aid 
system within the rural area and that Federal participation on projects on such 
extensions be limited to Federal-nid secondary funds. 

The proportion of the annual appropriation made by the Fe’eral Government 
devoted to the construction of highways in urban areas be increase’? substan- 
tially so as to provide for the additional funds necessary for the construction of 
an adequate system of urban highways. 


Which goes along with your thinking that possibly next year will 
bea year for incressed funds. 

Mr. Scuerer. The next year may be the year we can consider this, 
but you will have to do a selling job even to sell this city man on this 
part of it. 

Mr. Ricnarps. There is ample precedent for such a system. Lan- 

age contained in the Hiehway Act of 1944 and subsequent a~‘s was 
interpreted by the U.S. Bureau of Public Roads as authorizing a 
Federal-aid highway system in urban areas, referred to as the Federal- 
aid urban system. In 1955, the Bureau decided that two langnage 
changes in the Highway Acts of 1952 and 1954 did awav with the leeal 
authorization for a separate urban highway system, and, consequently, 
the urban system approach was abandoned. 
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As you recall, the Bureau of Public Roads sent out a memorandum 
back in 1944 and 1945 requesting the State highway departments to 

repare an urban highway plan which would do just what we are ask- 
ing for, and possibly call for reclassification of certain highways in the 
areas that had grown up, but it has never been done excepting in a 
few States. In fact, in 1952 and 1954 they withdrew that memoran- 
dum, and therefore it is out of existence, but it is still good. 

A significant feature of the administration of the urban system 
was the determination that: 

Projects for the improvement of routes of the approved Federal-aid urban 
system may be financed either with funds authorized for expenditure on the 
Federal-aid highway system in urban areas or with funds authorized for ex- 
penditure on the Federal-aid highway system generally, or with both classes 
of funds in combination. 

Routes selected for inclusion in the urban system were subject to ap- 
proval by the Bureau of Public Roads in the usual manner and in 
cooperation between the State and municipal authorities. 

Except for that, very few highway authorities have gone to munici- 
palities and asked them to help to prepare such a plan of urban high- 
ways. We think that the urban system is just as important as the 
Federal-aid system, and we ought to jointly set down an urban 
system. 

Our recommendation for the spending of Federal-aid secondary 
ssypthin urban areas, therefore, is provided for in this reeommenda- 
tion also. 

In an America where two out of three Americans live in urban 
areas—a ratio soon to become four out of five—a Federal-aid urban 
sys‘em makes real sense. It makes sense from every point of view— 

ederal, State and local. To the urban taxpayer who provides about 
one-half of the Federal highway revenues and whose streets carry 
nearly one-half of all the Nation’s traffic, a Federal-aid urban system 
mates exceptionally good sense. 

Mr. Scurrer. Mr. Richards, has anybody estimated what the addi- 


tional co-t would be for such a program ? 


Mr. Ricu rps. I would like to clear up one thing. We are not 
acking the States or Federal Government to take on our local re- 
sponsibility. We have a system of streets in the cities which are 
local streets, and strictly local. All I am saying is, those thorough- 
fares that carry more traffic in many cases than your State primary 
system and Federal-aid system should be taken a good look at. Those 
are important streets in moving of people and goods which are so 
important to ovr national economy. 

T am not talking about our local responsibilities. In fact, I have 
been recommending a State act or amendment to our State law which 
will return to cities a portion of the license fees directly in ratio to 
the registration. If that is recognized at the local level we will have 
something to attack this problem with which is not being touched. 

You are doing a good job throughout the States. All of the pri- 
mary systems are coming along and our whole Interstate System is 


coming alone fine. But for 10 years and for another 20 years that I 


ses in the future, if we do not do something sbout it we have a section 
of our overall transportation system which will not be touched. 
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Mr. Scuerer. You mean the people that use the city streets and 
pay their gasoline tax for the use of those city streets get no return? 

Mr. Ricuarps. That is right. 

This Subcommittee on Roads has always led the way in initiating 
Federal highway legislation that has kept this country the world- 
renowned leader in highway planning and construction. 

Again I want to tell you we appreciate the work that this commit- 
tee has done in these vary trying times. You, Mr. Fallon, and my 
good friend, Mr. Dondero, who for years worked side by side on an 
approach to this thing, and a nonpolitical and nonpartisan approach 
to this problem, year after | Ree yt have accomplished great things. 
ue is a committee we look forward to to come up and spearhead this 
effort. 

We confidently expect the same foresight and leadership will once 
again be forthcoming in response to the urban needs of the Nation. 

In summary and conclusion, the American Municipal Association: 

(1) Supports H.R, 10495 and recommends adherence to the 
expression of Congress that the A~B-C program be increased by 
$25 inal a year until it reaches the plateau of $1 billion an- 
nually ; 

( 2) Recommends that legislation be introduced making it pos- 
sible to expend Federal-aid secondary funds in urban areas; and 

(3) Recommends that legislation be introduced to reestablish 
the concept of a Federal-aid urban system. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr, Richards. 

Are there any other questions ? : ; 

Mr. Batpwin. I notice the second recommendation dealing with 
Federal aid secondary funds would eliminate the requirement that 
these funds be only available in a State having a population density 
of more than 200 per square mile. It has been pointed out here that 
some of the major recommendations on changes be deferred until next 
year, but the California State Supervisors Association has made a 
recommendation on this particular point, pomting out that a con- 
siderable number of States have a large proportion of their property 
not under their control, it is properties owned by the Federal Govern- 
ment, and they have recommended a very simple amendment on this 
point to say that this density of more than 200 per square mile should 
be computed exclusive of property owned by the Federal Government 
within the State. 4 

Now, that would make it possible for some additional States to. 
qualify under this definition so they could allocate some of their funds 
to urban areas, It wouldn’t increase their State allocation, but they 
would have greater flexibility within the State. I take it if this com- 
mittee decides not to go all the way along the lines you would have. 
in mind, that you would probably support any liberalization of that 
type that might be a step in that direction ? 

Mr. Ricuarps. If it were to cover the problems of other states be- 
sides California where Pian have a lot of Federal Jands. We in Michi- 

an don’t have a lot of Federal lands. I would have to take a 

ook at it to see if it would help us any; if it would help Ohio or 
T)linois or those States badly in need of assistance. 

Mr. Batpwty. There is not a State in the Union that does not have- 

a considerable portion of Federal lands. 
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Mr. Ricuarps. I would have to take a good look at it. I think 
our highway committee would have to review it very thoroughly be- 
fore our committee could take a thorough stand on it. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. Several States at large take automobiles and 
trucks out of the property tax category and that takes away a lot of 
income for these municipal communities, and in some areas it is 
thought about the establishment of property tax on the automobile and 
trucks in the State for additional income for the cities to take care of 
some of these responsibilities. 

Have you studied this phase, and is this true in your State? 

Mr. Ricuarps. I have always felt that people are ready and will- 
ing to pay for highways if they know the money they are putting in is 

oing in highways. And we ought to earmark our funds so they 
ow where their money is going. I think the present system of ear- 
marking highway revenues for highways to see that they are not 
disbursed or diverted for other purposes is something that people 
like, and we have so many uses for all these other taxes 1 would rather 
make sure that the highway funds that we collect from the highway 
users are spent on highways and if we need any new funds, I would 
be inclined to feel that they should come from highway users directly 
and not from direct taxes. 

Mr. Scuwencet. You don’t share the belief of some people con- 
nected with the municipal governments that it would be to their ad- 
vantage to help them with their street problems? 

Mr. Ricuarps. There may be some municipalities that would like 
this, I personnally, and the highway committees that I have worked 
with for many years, would prefer to have highway revenues used for 
highways, and we think the people are willing to pay, as indicated in 
the past taxes. 

] haven’t seen any great objection to Federal or State taxes when 
they are earmarked and used for Federal highways. 

Mr. Scurrer. Mr. Richards, I saw that you were present. this 
morning when we had Mr. Stephens, the president of AASHO, on 
the stand. Without repeating the questions that I asked him with 
reference to the present status of the Interstate System in urban 
areas, would you say that the density of trafiic on the Interstate Sys- 
tem in urban areas is still the critical problem insofar as correcting 
our traffic situation in this country is concerned ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. Absolutely, and I think most of your progressive 
Perey commissions would say the same thing. 

r, Scurrer. Do you believe that if you have a certain amount of 
money that you must spread out over various programs and systems, 
that you should give priority to where the need exists, namely on the 
urban sections of the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Ricwarps. I feel certain of that. And I think the reason it 
does still exists. It was much easier, and maybe it is our fault in the 
cities, that we didn’t have our master plans ready; we didn’t have our 
highway planning in shape to set: up projects in the urban areas; that 
the first few years have gone to getting mileage out in the outer areas 
rather than doing these urban jobs, They haven’t been done. It, is 
probably partly our fault. 


y 
n 
h. 
3. 
x 
y 
[> 
d 
h 
y 
ub 
cc 
a 
1- 
y 
1s 
ld 
it 
1s 
n- 
ve 
at 
ve 


50 FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT OF 1960 


We have been criticizing the cities for not getting ready and doing 
something about it, but I think that is the reason. 

Mr. Scuerer. Much of the discussion lately has referred to the al- 
leged terrific cost of building the Interstate System in urban areas, 
has it not ¢ 

Mr. Ricuarps. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. Isn’t it a fact that the building of the Interstate 
System in rural areas is much more expensive than building the Inter- 
oC eae in urban areas when you consider the cost per vehicle- 
mile 

Mr. Ricuarps. I don’t think there is any question at all. I think 
the statistics will prove that. And I might say that long before we 
got any Interstate money or even very much primary money, we in 

troit, as you recall, asked you to put in a bond financing provision 
in 1950 that would allow us to go ahead with our own money to do 
these jobs; and we have been, $10 or $12 million a mile in Detroit, 
mostly of our own money. 

It isn’t that we have been wasting this money. When you talk 
about $10 or $12 million in a big city when you have got 150,000 
vehicles using a 6-lane highway, that is where your money is coming 
from. And I am sure per mile traveled that the money you are spend- 
ing in cities is paying bis dividends, as one of you gentlemen said this 
morning; I am sure of that, in our economy, in our movement of 
people and goods, in our industrial areas, in our urban areas. It is 
so important to our city economy, our State, as well as our national 
economy. 
~ Mr. ” When we are considering the effect on our economy 
you are talking about, when we are considering the traffic bottlenecks 
and the traffic congestion and eliminating this high accident rate, 
must we not consider primarily the cost per vehicle-mile? 

Mr. Ricuarps. Absolutely. 

Mr. Scuerer. If curing our critical traffic problem is what we are 
trying to do, then we must look at the cost per vehicle-mile, rather 
than what the various segments of our highway system cost. 

Mr. Ricwarps. And I am hoping this study that the Bureau of 
Public Roads is making will explore that thoroughly, and when we 
do come back the next time we will have enough actual information 
to prove that. 

r. Scnerer. It is on that basis that we should determine priority 
of need, if our principal objective in building this highway system is 
to help the economy by getting rid of these traffic bottlenecks and if 
we are really interested in lowering the death rate and the accident 
rate as fast as possible. 

Mr. Ricwarps. I don’t want the committee to think that I would 
want to go ahead with the urban highway system and neglect the other 
system. I think the other system is just as important. But I think 
we have got to evaluate the use of them. 

We want a national system. Cities want a national system. We 
want to evaluate where the critical points are, and let’s concentrate 
on first things first. 

Mr. Scuerer. If we didn’t have this shortage of money I would 
agree with you. But when you have a limited amount of money, 
shouldn’t you spend your money first where the need is the greatest? 
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Mr. Ricuarps. That is logical, yes. 

Mr. ScuwenceEL. I want to explore this question just a little bit 
further because I believe you are leaving the wrong impression with 
the committee, saying that the greatest need for the urban areas is 
the Interstate System. 

Now, that is the interpretation I put on your statement. Do you 
mean to say that? 

Mr. Ricuarps. I think the greatest need for the urban areas is for 
a total system. The Interstate System and the primary system, and 
the secondary system—you have got to have a system. As was in- 
dicated in the Clay Report, the Interstate System is just as good as 
you can have the feeders to that, and just having the Interstate Sys- 
tem doesn’t solve your urban traflic problems because I have lots of 
roads in Detroit that carry more traffic than most of your Interstate 
does, and you can’t ignore that traffic. That is traflic of the Ford 
Motor Co., of the Chrysler Motor Co., on through town, which is im- 
portant to our national economy. 

They may not be the Interstate System; they may not be the pri- 
mary system; but they are part of our American transportation system 
in the urban areas. They are all important. 

Mr. Scuwence.. I am glad you corrected that for the record. 

Further on the importance of the traflic on these highways in these 
communities: they tell me the Interstate System going west of Chi- 
cago, when it is completed, will carry 20,000 carsa day. And they tell 
me that less than one-tenth of that total is going to be stopping enroute 
along the way, a 200 mile stretch. So it would seem to me that in 
that area, at lena; the Interstate System is far more important than 
the urban system to be extended into the urban communities, and I 
note from some of the completion charts that we are building the ex- 
tensions and the routes around the cities before we are building the 
main trunk highway system, and I feel that this is a mistake. 

Do you agree with that, or not? 

Mr. Ricwarps. 20,000 vehicles is a lot of vehicles. But when you 
are talking about 150,000 vehicles on a highway in an urban area com- 
pared to that, you have to admit that it is more important to build 
the highway with 150,000 vehicles and get this highway in good shape 
than this 20,000 vehicle road. 

Mr. Scuwence.. If you want to ignore the defense phase of this 
picture—— 

Mr. Scuerer. My good friend from Towa I think has been talking 
to Mr. Bragdon down at the White House. 

Mr. Ricwarps. I didn’t think we were going to hear the defense 
angle; however, I have some opinions on that, too. 

Mr. Fatiton. Thank you, very much, Mr. Richards. Your state- 
ment was splendid. 

- Koch, would you give the reporter your name, occupation and 
title. 


STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. KOCH, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL 
LIMESTONE INSTITUTE, INC., WASHINGTON, D.C. 


Mr. Kocu. My name is Robert M. Koch. I am president of the 
National Limestone Institute. Iam located here in Washington, D.C. 


} 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate the 
opportunity to appear once again before this committee which has 
oe ee such a leading role in substantially expanding our Nation’s 

ighways. Members of this organization, which is the result of 
merging the National Agricultural Limestone Institute and the Na- 
tional Crushed Limestone Institute, are vitally interested in highways, 
First, most of our members produce aggregates for road construction 
and second, our members who produce agricultural limestone products 
need good roads to deliver them to the hundreds of thousands of 
farmers who are their customers. 

For the record, our more than 500 members are scattered over the 
Nation in 32 States. In 1958, according to U.S. Bureau of Mines 
reports, 73 percent of all crushed stone produced in the United States 
was limestone and 58 percent of all limestone was used as road stone 
or concrete aggregates. While the Interstate System receives a great 
deal of publicity—and rightly so—as we push vitally needed expan- 
sion of our Nation’s highways, we must not lose sight of the fact that it 
is not expected to carry more than 20 percent of our traffic upon com- 
pletion. Our primary and secondary highways and their urban exten- 
sions—the A-B-C system—will carry the lion’s share of our future 
traffic and so we were disappointed in the President’s budget message. 
His message not only did not recommend the annual $25 million incre- 
ments for 1962 and 1963 but recommended that we cut back to $900 
million a year and maintain this figure. As presented in our earlier 
testimony before this and other congressional committees, we believed 
that there was ample evidence to date to justify an annual expenditure 
by this Nation of a billion dollars a year on the A-B-C roads. 

Now, we have the administration itself adding to the mass of data 
substantiating the necessity for these highways through the Depart- 
ment of Commerce’s press release of last Friday. Attached to this 
statement is a copy of the table accompanying that release. We are 
not told by that release, which was prepared for inclusion in the 1961 
cost allocation study, that by 1976 we will have a 75 percent increase 
in motor vehicle registration, and a 93 percent increase in traffic— 
from 70 million vehicles in 1959 to 114 million in 1976; from 696 bil- 
lion miles of travel to 1.2 trillion miles in 1976. I do not have to re- 
mind the committee that the 1956 House highway bill contained a 
policy stating that progressive increases for the A—B-C highways of 
not less than $25 million per year should continue through fiscal 1969. 

This intent of increasing A—B-C apportionments $25 million an- 
nually was again spelled out quite strongly in your report concerning 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958. I would like to quote House 
Renort No. 1480 of March 6. 1958: 

Gentlemen, I won’t quote from there, because I am sure you are 
all familiar with this. Suppose I just skip that part of my statement. 

Mr. Chairman, when your bill, H.R. 10495, was introduced it had 
our support. However, in view of the position originally taken by 
this committee and the House of Representatives, and in view of the 
Department of Commerce’s press release documenting once again the 
gigantic job we have to catch up to our present needs and be ready 
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for those of 1976, we believe our Nation’s needs will best be served if 
H.R. 10651, introduced by Congressman Clark of Pennsylvania, and 
a member of this committee, is approved by this committee. 

Mr. Scurrer. You mean the limestone industry’s needs will best 
be served. 

Mr. Fation. I ask vou a question: If another bill were introduced 
tomorrow which would make it a billion dollars a year for 1962 and 
188, you probably would leave the other bills for that one; wouldn’t 

ou 
: Mr. Kocu. As I say, on the basis of the facts quoted here, we be- 
lieve the needs justify expanding this expenditure. 

It was brought out numerous times in testimony a year ago before 
the House Ways and Means Committee hearings on highway financ- 
ing that nearly one of every six retail, wholesale, and service busi- 
nesses is concerned with motor vehicles. Highway transportation 
generates, either directly or indirectly, approximately one-seventh 
of all gainful employment and accounts for over 15 percent of our 
gross national product. It is also an intimate and indispensable part 
of our daily life—the breadwinner rides to work, the housewife to 
shop, the children to school, the family to recreation. 

It seems to us that trying to maintain our highway expansion—a 
major capital improvement for the Nation—on a pay-as-you-go basis 
is not sound policy. Certainly no business operates this way. 

Mr. Barpwin. Mr. Chairman, do you mean no business in this coun- 
try operates on a pay-as-you-go basis? 

Mr. Kocnu. At least, not our businesses. We always have to bor- 
row money to do business. For capital expenditures, plant, new 
trucks, equipment, and so forth, we have to borrow. 

Mr. Batpwin. It seems to me you are making an undue generaliza- 
tion. If you restrict your statement to the limestone business that is 
another thing. 

Mr. Kocn. Frankly, we know of no business that doesn’t borrow 
funds to get started. To us, when we look at the overall problem—as 
I say, we are vitally interested as an industry—we do come in contact 
with the highway departmen‘s throughout the country and we believe 
they are interested in getting these programs expanded. 

Mr. Hutz. You mean all businesses go in for deficit spending? 

Mr. Kocn. As I say, sir, as far as I am aware; I don’t know of any 
business that can get started or can expand without borrowing against 
the fu‘ure. 

Mr. Batpwin. Have you made any research on that point, or have 
you just been making a generalization ? 

Mr. Kocn. You are probably correct, if you are speaking about 
all businesses. But all businesses that we have covered—— 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Koch, you know the history of this legislation. 
We could not pass a bond plan in this Congress; so we went to what 
we “ape is the next best, if not the best way, to put it on a pay-as-you- 
go basis. 

Mr. Kocr. As pointed out in previous testimony, this industry, 
as well as many others involved in highway work, is ready to complete- 
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the original schedules of both the Interstate and A-B-C systems, 
Not only will delays not meet our goals, but they will result in in- 
creased costs. 

In writing the 1956 legislation this committee knew very well there 
would be a deficit in the early years of financing the expanded pro- 

ram until tax revenues could catch up to the large initial outlay of 

unds. However, because of the pay-as-you-go language inserted as 
section 209(g) of the 1956 act, the financial status of the highway 
trust fund has grown progressively worse. And, it has caused the 
administration to offer a new concept for repayable advances and to 
advance the unprecedented program of reimbursement planning which 
violates the historic Federal-State contracting relationships and 
. has resulted in delays and slowing of construction 

As each of you know, being as close to the subject of highways as 
you are, the various subparagraphs of section 209 of the 1956 act 
dealing with the highway trust fund make it perfectly clear that: 
(1) repayable advances from the general fund to the trust fund are 
authorized to be appropriated when required to make expenditures to 
meet obligations incurred and attributable to highways, and (2) these 
repayable advances shall be repaid—with interest—when the Secre- 
tary of the Treasury determines that moneys are available in the trust 
fund for such purposes. However, the administration has taken the 
position that the $359 million in repayable advances advanced last 
year should be repaid by the end of this fiscal year, even if it would 
create a default in honoring bills submitted by the States. The ad- 
ministration then requests another repayable advance of $200 million 
to the trust fund for fiscal 1961. This request has been cut to $160 
million by the Department of Commerce appropriations bill, H.R. 
10234, now awaiting Senate action. 

Deficit spending for several years is not terrible. The public can 
readily visualize that expenditures made now to make our roads safer 
and more adaptable to our expanding population and economy, and 
later repaid, are not false economy. 

Mr. Scuerer. You say deficit spending for several years is not 
terrible. But we have been doing this for 25 years, as far as the Fed- 
eral Government is concerned, and that is one of the—well—go ahead. 

Mr. Hutu. Getting back to this bond proposition that. was put be- 
fore our committee, it was estimated at that time when we floated 
bonds for this highway system, the interest on these bonds would 
be $11 billion. Add that to our $9 billion that we pay today, that is 
$20 billion out of tax money to the people, and you amaze me when 
you sit there and say that deficit spending isn’t terrible for the Gov- 
ernment with the dollar presently worth 46 cents. It amazes me for 
a businessman to say that. 

Mr. Kocu. May I say, sir, I realize that, but it has been our 
experience when you talk to people about something concrete that they 
can understand, something like new roads, we have been quite im- 

ressed with the number of people from all walks of life who say, 
“Yes, we would be willing to pay additional taxes if we could get 
‘additional roads.” 
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Mr. Hour. Yet, if your company quit paying dividends, you 
wouldn’t last long. You certainly have to operate at a profit. 

Mr. Kocu. That is very true. They do. It has been our expe- 
rience—maybe we talked to the wrong people—but most people we 
talked to were willing to pay additional taxes for things they can 


see. 

Mr. Hott. I think you are absolutely right. 

Mr. Batpwin. When you say we are talking to the wrong people, 
T assure you we have had a lot of constituents who have written to us 
about deficit spending. 

Mr. Roos. t meant maybe we have been talking to the wron 
people. We come in contact with — from all walks of life, an 
we are rather surprised that people who I am sure have written you 
men, who say a lot—— 

Mr. Huy. Would you object to putting a financial statement of 
your organization into the record here so we may see how much your 
particular organization—— 

Mr. Kocu. This is an association. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Koch represents the limestone association. This 
is a big business in this country. 

ne Mois. You understand, I want them to make money. 

Mr. Scuerer. Business people, like the limestone industry have been 
lobbying me for years against deficit spending. Here they advocate 
it—I disagree with them. 

Mr. Batpwin. Are you folks a member of the U.S. Chamber of 
Commerce ? 

Mr. Kocu. Our association is not, but many of our members are. 

Mr. Batpwrn. Have they made their views known to the U.S. De- 

artment of Commerce, because they are beating us over the head on 
deficit spending. 

Mr. Kocu.  * I say, sir, I am fully aware of the problems you 
have. I am sure the people that tell us they are willing to pay more 
taxes to get these roads we are talking about—have talked to you men 
as individuals to have other appropriations cut down. 

In closing let me urge again that this committee consider the best 
way to maintain the A~B-C systems on an annual increment basis of 
$25 million a year. Following recently stated House policy would 
_ to make the adoption of H.R. 10651 the most practical course to 
take. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for the 
privilege to appear today. 

(Table referred to follows:) 
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Mr. Fation. Thank you very much, Mr. Koch. 

Are there any questions? 

(No 

Mr. Fatiton. Thank you very much for coming down, Mr. Koch.. 

The committee will stand adjourned until 10 o’clock tomorrow 
morning. 

(Whereupon, at 3:58 p.m., the hearing in the above matter was 
adjourned until 10 a.m., March 3, 1960.) 
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WEDNESDAY, MARCH 2, 1960 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
oN Pusiic Works, 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 


The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, in room 1302, 
New House Office Building, at 10:10 a.m., Hon. George H. Fallon 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Fatuon. Ladies and gentlemen, the Subcommittee on Roads 
is continuing the hearings today on the regular A~B-C Federal-aid 
highway program. 

e have a call from several members who had to stop in at other 
committees on which they serve, who will be here shortly. How- 
ever, I thought since we have a pretty long schedule for today, 
that we ‘aa get started with our witnesses. 

Our first witness this morning is Mr. Max C. Harrison, president 
of the Harrison Construction Co., from Pittsburgh, Pa., who will be 
the representative today for the Associated General Contractors of 
America. 

= Harrison, on behalf of the committee let me welcome you here 
today. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Fation. Please go right ahead with your paper, as you desire. 


STATEMENT OF MAX C. HARRISON, PRESIDENT, HARRISON CON- 
STRUCTION CO., PITTSBURGH, PA., APPEARING ON BEHALF OF 
THE ASSOCIATED GENERAL CONTRACTORS OF AMERICA 


Mr. Harrison. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like 
to read the paper as it is prepared. 

Mr. Fation. You may proceed, Mr. Harrison. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Max C. Harrison. I am president of the Harrison Construc- 
tion Co. of Pittsburgh, Pa., and Alcoa, Tenn. My firm has engaged 
in highway construction in Pennsylvania, Tennessee, Ohio, New York, 
West Virginia, North Carolina, and Virginia, since 1928. During 
that time we have constructed, in those States, considerable milea 
on the systems presently being considered by this committee: the 
primary, secondary, and urban extensions. 

I am immediate past chairman of the highway contractor’s division 
of the Associated Eooseed Contractors of America, and a member of 
the association’s joint cooperative committee with the American Asso- 
ciation of State Highway Officials. I am also a past president of the 
Constructors Association of western Pennsylvania. 
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I appear before you as a representative of more than 7,400 of the 
Nation’s leading general contractors. More than half of these firms 
are engaged in highway construction throughout the United States, 
and many others perform work related to the highway field. 

Highway contractor members of the AGC, according to an anlysis 
of Bureau of Public Roads figures, perform 70 percent of the Federal- 
aid construction on the primary and interstate systems. This impor- 
tant part of the highway industry, and our association as a whole, 
firmly supports H.R. 10495, another measure proposed by Mr. Fallon 
to continue construction of the A~B-C systems on an orderly basis. 


ORDERLY PROGRAM NECESSARY FOR ECONOMY 


In each of our appearances before this committee we have stressed 
the importance and attendant economies of a continuing, orderly, 
properly financed highway program, and we again stress that point. 
It is impossible to conduct any public works program economically on 
a stop-and-go or crisis-to-crisis basis. 

We realize full well the difficult, complex problem which confronted 
you gentlemen last summer in your attempts to continue the program 
on an orderly basis. In recognition of the difficulties involved, we 
congratulate you on those efforts and on the eventual solution. We 
were pleased with the solution in that it did continue the program at 
a substantial rate. The resultant cut-back in the overall highway 
program, and the necessity for curtailing the full use of funds appor- 
tioned to the States, are at the same time highly regrettable. We urge 
that this unfortunate situation be remedied as soon as possible, and 
feel confident that it will. 

The tremendous economic loss resulting from last summer’s delav— 
and in many cases complete work stoppage— is still being felt. The 
impact of that period of uncertainty was most certainly not confined 
to the contracting industry. Equ'pment manufacturers and dealers, 
material suppliers and State highway departments, all suffered—and 
are still suffering—from that period of indecision. 

In addition to the damaging effect on the country’s economy, we 
must also realize that each dav of delay in the construction of an ade- 
quate highway system also results in the loss of lives on highways 
which are simply not capable of handling today’s traffic. Every pos- 
sible effort should be made to correct that situation just as soon as 
possible. 

SIZE OF A-B—C PROGRAM 


We note that H.R. 10195 provides $925 million for each of the fiscal 
years 1962 and 1963. This does not, of course. carry out the intent of 
Congress regarding incremental increases in the A-B-C program as 
indicated in the hearings on the Highway Act of 1956. It is reeret- 
table that we find ourselves today in the position of being unable to 
realize that original concept, bu‘ we are also acutely aware of the fact 
that a monetary balance must be maintained between the A-B-C and 
the Inters‘ate Systems. We are firmly convinced, furthermore, that a 
point of gteat merit in the A-~B-C program is its orderly continuation 
from year to year. 
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In view of the forecast made just last week by the Bureau of Public 
Roads that the 70 million registered motor vehicles traveling our high- 
ways in 1959 will increase to about 114 million in 1976, a 62.5 percent 
increase, it is also obvious that improvements in the A-B-C highway 
systems must continue to be increased. These facts are well known 
to all of us who are vitally concerned with highway transportation, 
and we urge early action to meet these urgent needs. Again, we want 
to emphasize our belief that a point of important consideration should 
be to provide an orderly, continuing program. This feature, a sus- 
tained level of contract awards, is very important to the level of con- 
struction costs to be expected. 


STRONG COMPETITION HOLDS PRICES DOWN 


The extremely keen competition which has prevailed among high- 
way contractors for the past several years continues, and has even 
increased in the last year. State highway departments are currently 
receiving, in many cases, as many as 15 bids per projects, and these 
bids run as much as 20 percent. below the engineer’s estimates. It is 
a rare occasion indeed when a bid is above the engineer’s estimate. 

We repeat, therefore, that highway construction today is probabl 
the best. buy the public receives for its tax money, and an area in mcs 
public funds can be utilized with the utmost economy. The favorable 
and accepted 4-to-1 benefit cost ratio for highway improvements fur- 
ther substantiates this statement. 


CONTRACTOR’S BID PRICES REMAIN LOW 


Mr. Chairman, a great deal has been said in recent months regard- 
ing the increased cost of building highways during the past few years. 
We therefore respectfully call to your attention the tabulation on the 
last page of this testimony. It shows, using 1953 as the base year, the 
increases in the components the contractor uses to make up his bid, 
and also shows the contractor’s bid prices. 

You will note that between 1953 and 1959 average earnings of 
hourly employees on highway construction rose 33.4 percent; material 
prices 20.2 percent, and equipment ownership costs about 24 percent. 
You will note alsoethat the contractors’ average bid prices index for 
1959 was only 2.7 percent above 1953. The highest point in that index 
was in 1957, when if was 6.1 percent above 1953, and it has actually 
declined for the past 2 years. 

We sincerely feel, however, that without assurances of a continuing 
orderly program such as we have stressed here these prices will not 
remain at this low level. Stop-and-go prosecution of any public 
works program is costly, whatever the reason, and the more pro- 
Socal that type of prosecution is, and the longer the delay, the 
greater the ultimate cost will be. 


WAGE CONTROLS UNNECESSARY 


_Like any other organization dedicated to free enterprise, the Asso- 
ciated General Contractors of America is opposed to any unneces- 
sary governmental controls. We therefore opposed application of 
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the Davis-Bacon Act’s labor provisions to construction of the Inter- 
state System when application was considered by the Congress in 
1956. We still feel that application of this act is not only unnecessary, 
but completely unrealistic. 

Mr. Jones. May I ask the witness a question there ? 

You state that the general contractors are opposed to any unneces- 
sary governmental controls, and then you cite the Davis-Bacon Act. 
How do you reason that that is an application of Government con- 
trols? That isa fact-finding operation. 

Mr. Harrison. When the iE cpconant establishes wage rates in a 
— I would say that is a Government control and not a local 
thing. 

Mr. Biatnik. But are you not confronted with that matter in every 
single contract dispute with the Government, whether it be military 
or civilian works ? 

Mr. Harrison. Not. all the time. 

Mr. Briatntk. Name one exception. 

Mr. Harrison. I am trying to think of the highway programs. 

Mr. BiatniK. Outside of that. Is that not what you encounter in 
all public works, whether they are civil or military? In any work for 
the Government, whether it be the establishment of an air base, or a 
warehouse, or a storage depot, or whether it be civil works like we 
have on the lower Mississippi tlood control, channel deepening, or 
whatever it is. 

Mr. Harrtson. I agree with you we run into it all the time, but 
we are still opposed to it. We have seen too many instances 

Mr. Jones. As I understand the Davis-Bacon Act, it was put in 
the original act to protect the contractors who were engaged in the 
business of ‘qehamuras public construction work. Is that not the 
history of it! 

Mr. Harrison. That was never my opinion of it. We are in the 
business and we operate in the union all the time, but it has never 
been an understanding of ours. 

Mr. Jones. I cannot understand how you can say it is a Govern- 
ment control. It is just a fact-finding operation, is it not? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, but we find in a great many instances the fact- 
finders do not understand local conditions. ¥ 

Mr. Jones. Then do you not have protections there where they have 
specifications that you must comply with in the construction of a 
project ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes. 

Mr. Jones. Do you have objections to that ? 

Mr. Harrison. No. 

Mr. Jones. Is that Government control? 

Mr. Harrison. As long as they accept the Bureau of Public Roads 
specifications it is a form of Government control. 

Mr. Jones. That is a control. That is what you have in here. If 
you find out it costs $10 to do a project and you want to make a bid 
for $10 you are not going to bid it for $7 or $8, are you? You are 
going to find the facts out, are you not? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Mr. Mumma. 
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Mr. Mumma. Mr. Harrison, were not the Pennsylvania highway 
rates acceptable both to the eastern and western divisions of the Con- 
tractors Association ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes. 

Mr. Mumma. And is it not true then that they put the Davis-Bacon 
Act in and that increased the rate ? 

Mr. Harrison. That changed the rates. Sometimes they increase 
and sometimes they decrease, Mr. Mumma. 

Mr. Mumma. It is the general feeling that they increased them, 
is it not ? 

Mr. Harrison. In general I would say that isso. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mumma. So it created some confusion up there and the rates 
that the highway department had established as a result of their 
conferences with all different types of interests were satisfactory ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. Were satisfactory toeveryone. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Jones. Let me ask you this: You say it contributes to inflation, 
or at least the Davis-Bacon provision does, If it is that inflationary 
then what do you think about calling off the whole road program, if 

ou really want to stop inflation? Let’s not just stop the Davis- 
lay provision, but let us halt the whole thing. 

Mr. Harrison. I think the figures I am giving in back of this state- 
ment will indicate that the contractors are not causing inflation. 

Mr. Jones. I am not saying that the contractors are, but I am sim- 
ply saying what about halting the whole program? Do you not think 
that would contribute to halting inflation ¢ 

Mr. Harrison. I guess if we stopped everything that would halt 
inflation. 

Mr. Jones. It certainly would. It is a big program. It is the 
largest building program in the history of the world. If it means that 
the fellow down there at the other end of the pick is contributing to 
inflation, I do not see why the whole thing is not inflationary. 

Mr. Harrison. I think you are discussing something different from 
what our meaning is. Mr. Mumma hit the point that local people can 
establish rates that are acceptable in those districts, and usually they 
are done through conferences with local people and are satisfactory 
to them, whereas a great number of our committees coming out of 
Washington have caused difficulties which are unnecessary. 

Mr. Jones. I cannot see why it is more difficult to ascertain the 
Davis-Bacon Act provision or the payment of a rate under it than it 
would be in making any other determination of criteria which go into 
the road program. It is bureaucracy on the one hand, and on the 
other hand it is a very virtuous thing. 

I just cannot follow the reasoning that is projected in this kind of a 
proposition. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Jones, will you yield to me again ? 

Mr. Jones. I will be glad to. 

Mr. Mumma. I just noticed, Mr. Harrison, that in the material 
costs, they increased 20 percent. Would I be right in assuming that a 
large part of that increase was due to delivery costs, whether it be 
freight, or whichever way it was taken? 

r. Harrison. There has not been too much of an increase in the 
cost of truck hauling, Mr. Mumma. In freight it has increased. 
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- Mr. oe arm Cement is a big factor in that freight increase; is 
it not? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mumma. The delivered prices of cement have gone way up. 
T know from a rather short contact with the raw materials in the con- 
crete business that they have not gone up much, but it is mostly in- 
creases due to the cost of cement. The cement companies have not 
taken advantage of this. Their prices have been held within due 
bounds. Has that been your experience ? 

Mr. Harrison. I do not know about the cement industry. I do 
know about sand, gravel, stone, and other things, that they have gone 
up a a percentage. Cement increased percentagewise more than 
any other. 

fr. Mumma. Well, coal is a major factor in the cement industry. 
It takes a ton of coal to make 5 barrels of cement and, of course, the 
freight rates have gone up in regard to that, too. 

Mr. Harrison. I would say the transportation is the biggest cost of 
the 20 percent increase. 

Mr. Mumma. Another thing. When you take the increase of 24 
percent in the equipment, hasn’t that been largely due to each piece of 
equipment now being able to turn out more work than that which you 
formerly used? You used to use a DC-7. Now, I do not know what 
the biggest one is; but is that not correct? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes. Of course, it is pretty hard to arrive at an 
increased cost of equipment, for example. In 1923 our largest carry- 
all scraper was an 18-cubic-yard one, which cost around $20,000, 
Just recently we purchased three 46-cubic-yard carryall scrapers at a 
cost. of $104,000 apiece. 

Mr. Mumma. Isn’t that the machine that has a tire which costs 
$14,000? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes. 

Mr. Mumma. Hasn’t Langenfelter had one of those great, big 
machines 

Mr. Harrison. No. He has another one developed by R. G. Le- 
Tourneau. Ours is what they call an M. Riss, a trailer-type carryall, 
which has a 600-horsepower pull for towing it, and then we have to 
push load. 

Mr. Mumma. It is true that the capacity of all these machines has 
gone up and you never had as big a scraper as that before. 

Mr. Harrison. No. That is the reason why we kept down costs to 
only 2 percent higher than they were in 1953. 

Mr. Mumma. I will admit that the equipment dealer—I do not 
know whether he got this stuff on consignment or not, but he is really 
holding the bag in this thing. 

Mr. Harrison. Oh, they have been hurting for the last 6 months— 
really hurting. 

Mr. Mumma. And, of course, that is the worst 6 months in the sell- 
ing business too; is it not ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mumma. Thank you. That is all. 

Mr. Fatron. You may proceed with your statement, Mr. Harrison. 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. 

There are repeated indications that attempts will be made to extend 
the Davis-Bacon provisions to all Federal-aid highway systems. Such 
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action would, in our opinion, be wasteful and unnecessary, and would 
also have an inflationary effect on non-Federal-aid highway construc- 
tion. We strongly oppose any such move. 

Mr. Jones, there is the point. I am referring to the municipal con- 
struction work. When you establish a higher rate in a more or less 
small community, you change the picture. 

Mr. Jones. The Davis-Bacon provision only applies to the Inter- 
state System, which has a 90-10 Federal-State contribution. The 
Federal Government is pursuing the same policy with respect to 
highway construction when there is a larger amount of Federal funds 
as compared to local funds. I think you will recall too, if you will 
examine the original Davis-Bacon provision which was passed in 
the Hoover administration at the insistence of one Herbert Hoover, 
then the President of the United States, that it was for the purpose 
of protecting industry and not for the purpose of protecting labor, be- 
cause of the transitory effect on industry throughout the country. It 
was to keep the rates of employees and the movement of employees 
from a low-paying to a high-paying area. It was to protect areas 
like New York and Pennsylvania, where you operate, in those States. 

Mr. Harrison. It is something like a protective tariff, in my opin- 
ion, which would never work. I am reminded a little bit, if you will 
pardon me—— 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harrison. We moved into Jones Mill, Ark., in 1941, right 
after Pear] Harbor, to build a plant for the Aluminum Co.—a defense 
plant—with the minimum wage established in that contract of 40 cents 
an hour. We had a delegation immediately approach us from the Gar- 
land County and Hot Springs County areas because their going rate 
was 25 cents, and we were going to upset their industries—which we 


did do. 


DIVERSION OF HIGHWAY FUNDS 


We also wish to restate at this time our long-standing opposition 
to any diversion of highway funds, and to the use of money in the 
highway trust fund for any purpose other than the construction of 
highways and administrative functions of the Bureau of Public 
Roads. 

I would like to point out to you that there is an available source of 
funds for your highways, if you will only figure out some system to 
stop States from raiding this highway trust fund in the form of sales 
tax. I cite one specific instance in a State, where they had a gross 
receipts tax of 2 percent. They raised it last summer to 2.6 percent, 
but only on contractors. They never raised another branch. So 
everybody in the State pays a 2-percent gross receipts tax, but the 
contractors pay 2.6 percent. All they are after is that Federal money. 


INDUSTRY EQUAL TO PROGRAM 


Mr. Chairman, each time we have appeared before this committee 
we have given it the assurance that the contracting industry can carry 
out the Federal highway program promptly, economically, and with 
constantly increasing efficiency. We are happy to repeat and reem- 
phasize that statement. at this time. 
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Continued improvements in the industry’s operations and the con- 
tinued keen competition between contractors are powerful forces serv- 
ing to make the public investment in highway construction increas- 
ingly more valuable. 

CONCLUSION 


In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we again commend you and the mem- 
bers of this committee for the keen interest and understanding of 
the Nation’s highway needs which you have demonstrated so often 
by previous actions. In view of those many actions you have taken 
to promote adequate highway legislation, we are confident you will 
see fit to approve H.R. 10495. 

Thank you very much for the opportunity of appearing before 
you in support of this most important legislation. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Harrison, thank you very much for taking time 
out to come before this committee and giving us the wealth of ex- 
perience and information that you and your organization have given 
us from time to time. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Crark. The only thing I have to say is I know Mr. Harrison 
and his work. It has always been topnotch, 100 percent. I am sure 
even if the Davis-Bacon provisions get into the Federal-aid highway 
projects in Pennsylvania, or any place in the United States, I am sure 
that he will be able to continue the topnotch performance that he 
has been giving in the past. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman. 

Did Mr. Harrison offer this addenda, or this sheet attached, as 
part of his testimony ? 

Mr. Harrison. Yes, sir. I have referred to it before you came in, 
Mr. Jones. 

Mr. Jones. I ask unanimous consent that the index which is at- 
tached to the statement of Mr. Harrison be made a part of the record. 

Mr. Faron. If there is no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The index referred to is as follows:) 


Highway construction inderes, 1953-59 
[1953= 100] 


1953 1954 1955 1956 1957 1958 1959 


Average earnings of hourly employees--_--.--.-- 100 | 103.4] 108.2] 112.9] 120.3] 128.0 133.4 

100 102.7 106.7 111.6 117.0 119.3 120.2 

Equipment ownership expense 100 | 101.2} 104.6) 112.2] 119.2] 122.8| 1124.0 

Contractors’ bid 100 | 94.4 95. 4 | 101, 9 | 106, 1 104.6 102.7 
1 Estimated. 


Mr. Batpwry. Mr. Harrison, I would like to congratulate you and 
congratulate the Associated General Contractors of America upon 
the successful efforts you have made, based upon the appendix to 
your statement, to keep the contractors’ bid prices down. I think it 
is most. encouraging to see that they have been trending downward 
from 1957 to 1959, and in view of the increases in component parts, as 
shown in the chart, I am particularly impressed. I hope that we can 
continue witli that. 
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Mr. Harrison. There is another point, Mr. Chairman. Not only 
have the contractors increased their capacity for doing work and doing 
it at a cheaper price, but we have also had the active assistance of a 
great number of State highway departments in the simplification of 
their specifications, which have greatly aided us. 

Mr. Jones. I am sorry I came in late and I want to apologize to 
you, because I know that you and your organization are always quite 
vigorous and helpful with the information you have afforded this 
committee, and have been of great value through your guidance and 
direction to this committee. You have always been most helpful. 

I wonder if you have given some thought, as we constantly face 
the Interstate System program, as to the speed or rapidity with which 
it should move forward. Do you have any knowledge or information 
as to what would be the minimum requirements necessary to keep 
the Interstate System program going forward, and to see that it moves 
successfully forward, Mr. Harrison ‘ 

Mr. Harrison. You are speaking of the Interstate System now? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. You know, we have money problems all over 
the place when you talk about the Interstate System road program. 
You recall last year we faced a crisis and we were finally able to get 
over the hump. What in your opinion would be the minimum dollar 
requirements to keep the Interstate System road program operating ? 

Mr. Harrison. I believe you could get better information from the 
Bureau of Public Roads than I would be able to give you, because 
Ionly work 

Mr. Jones. I thought your organization had made certain studies. 

Mr. Harrison. We have made studies on the subject, but so has 
the Bureau of Public Roads. They have done an excellent job and are 
well versed in it. 

Mr. Jones. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Mumma. Thank you. 

Mr. Fatton. Thank you very much, Mr. Harrison. 

Mr. Harrison. Thank you, gentlemen. 

Mr. Faron. Our next witness this morning is Mr. Harold L. Plum- 
mer, vice president of the American Road Builders Association. 

Mr. Plummer, would you come up and have a chair, please? 

Mr. Brarnrx. Mr. Chairman, may I at the outset personally greet 
and welcome my very good friend, Mr. Plummer. Even though we 
are not from your State of Wisconsin, Mr. Plummer, still we are from 
the State of Minnesota, which is nearby. 

Mr. Plummer is the Commissioner of Public Roads of the State of 
Wisconsin. He has an outstanding record and is admired by officials 
who are interested in the highway program. 

Mr. Plummer, you have a longer stretch of Interstate System com- 
pleted in your State, do you not, than any place else, running approxi- 
mately 90-some miles? 
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STATEMENT OF HAROLD L. PLUMMER, AMERICAN ROAD 
BUILDERS’ ASSOCIATION 


Mr. 105 miles. 
Mr. Biarntx. We always underestimate him. We welcome you 
here, Mr. Plummer. It is a personal pleasure, and we would like to 
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call the attention of the members of the committee for the record to 
the high esteem in which you are regarded by all in the Midwest and 
across the country. 

Mr. Pirummer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for some years the 
American Road Builders’ Association has been very ably represented 
before your committee by its executive vice president, Gen. Louis W. 
Prentiss. General Prentiss at the present time is in Walter Reed 
Hospital, convalescing from major surgery. He has asked me to ex- 
press his appreciation to you in this committee for the fine manner in 
which you have always received the testimony of the American Road 
Builders’ Association. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Plummer, it has been the good fortune of this 
committee to have General Prentiss before it from time to time. He 
has done a most able job in informing this committee on the nec- 
essary actions that we must take to get this road program going for- 
ward. It was General Prentiss and his organization, the American 
Road Builders’ Association, who at the cutset of this program ap- 
pointed a task force at the expenditure of many thousands of dollars 
of their own to bring to this committee a report that this job could 
be done, and they told us how it could be done. 

So if you will, when you go back to General Prentiss, tell him that 
the committee does wish him a speedy recovery so that we can have 
him back here again as a witness. 

Mr. Prummer. Thank you. 

I have a prepared statement, Mr, Chairman. 

Mr. Fatton. You may proceed, Mr. Plummer. 

Mr. Prum™er. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am 
Harold L. Plummer of Madison, Wis., a partner in Highway Man- 
agement Associates, a firm offering consulting services in the field of 
highway management. Prior to the organization of this firm, which 
occurred effective January 1, 1960, 1 was chairman of the Wisconsin 
State Highway Commission for a period of 8 years. 

I am appearing today for the American Road Builders’ Associa- 
tion, a national association with headquarters in Washington, D.C., 
which I have served as a director and as vice president for the past 2 
years. Our membership is representative of the entire highway in- 
dustry and the highway engineering profession. Our 7,000 members 
include contractors, manufacturers, and distributors of highway con- 
struction equipment, materials suppliers, faculty members, and 
students of the leading colleges and universities offering instruction 
in highway engineering, Federal, State, county, and municipal high- 
way Officials and engineers, consulting engineers, and commercial and 
investment bankers. The American Road Builders’ Association was 
organized in 1902 and has, since that time, devoted its efforts toward 
the advancement of improved methods and techniques in highwa 
engineering and administration, in efficient utilization of materials 
and equipment, improvement in construction methods, all in support 
of a long-range, balanced, soundly financed highway program. Such 
a program is clearly in the interest of the economic development of 
a country, motoring safety, and the requirements of the national 

efense. 


FE 
fi 
a 
ti 
ti 
b 
st 
b 
I 
t 
1 
( 
t 
§ 


cfr 


69 


FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT OF 1960 


We welcome this opportunity to present testimony in support of 
H.R. 10495, authorizing the apportionment of Federal-aid funds for 
fiscal 1962 and fiscal 1963 for construction on the Federal-aid primary 
and secondary systems, and the urban extensions thereto, and for cer- 
tain other categories of roads. We feel that the bill is sound legisla- 
tion, and that it will serve to maintain a proper balance of progress 
between construction on the so-called AO highways and the con- 
struction on the Interstate System. 

It is pertinent, at this point, to consider what is meant by proper 
balance between the Interstate System and the A~B-C highways. 

We recognize that provision for construction on the Interstate Sys- 
tem is made in separate legislation and that, therefore, the progress 
being made toward completion of the Interstate System is not a mat- 
ter before the committee today. But at the same time, the Interstate 
System and the A—B-C roads are, to a large extent, inseparable. The 
Federal-aid highways complement and supplement each other. In 
the broad view, we are talking about one great connecting and inter- 
locking system of highways, rather than several distinct entities. As 
a matter of fact, the Interstate System is a part of the Federal-aid 
primary system. 

At the present time, the Interstate System is widely regarded as 
the most urgent part of the highway construction program, and 
rightly so. It represents a comprehensive and coordinated effort on 
the part of the States and the Federal Government to complete a 
unified network of high-standard highways, 41,000 miles in length, 
connecting the principal areas of population and industry in the 
United States, and serving the national defense. It is a remarkable 
undertaking, in many ways. We are, in a sense, building a new back- 
bone for our National Highway System. When completed, the In- 
terstate System will comprise only 1.2 percent of our highways, but 
it is expected to carry more than 20 percent of all traffic. 

The A-B-C highways extend into every county of the United 
States. The A-B-C system includes both primary and secondary 
roads. The present extent of the primary system is 260,170 miles, in- 
cluding 237,177 miles in rural areas and 22,993 in urban areas. The 
secondary system, by far the larger of the two in terms of linear 
miles, extends 570,399 miles, including 559,248 rural miles and 11,151 
urban miles, At the present time, the A-B-C highways embrace 
830,569 miles and carry about 48 percent of the total traffic load. 

A forecast prepared by the Bureau of Public Roads for its highway 
cost allocation study shows that we can expect traffic loads to increase 
on all categories of roads, but with the greatest increases coming 
on the Federal-aid systems. 

On the A~B-C highways—the highways we are directly concerned 
with today—the traffic loads are estimated to increase as follows in 
the 15-year period that began in 1956: 

Rural primary system, up 64 percent; rural secondary system, up 
58 percent; urban primary system, up 86 percent; urban secondary 
system, up 75 percent. 

And taking the A-B-C roads in the aggregate, the 15-year increase 
in traffic is estimated at 67 percent. In other words, for every three 
vehicle miles driven on the A—-B-C roads in 1956, we can expect five 
in 1971. 
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These estimates are based on the expectation that we will proceed 
with the development of a unified highway system, of which the Inter- 
state System will be the backbone. The full utilization of the Inter- 
state System depends, obviously, upon the coordinated development 
of supplementary roads—feeders and connectors. We cannot expect 
that any substantial percentage of the Interstate System’s traffic will 
originate and terminate directly at interchange points. The roads 
connecting with the Interstate System will funnel traffic onto the 
Interstate System and distribute traffic leaving the Interstate System 
to a vast number of destinations. 

The members of this committee are aware of the present inade- 
quacies in our ABC system. Mr. Chairman, these inadequacies have 
concerned your committee for many years, and the efforts of the mem- 
bers of this committee have contributed very substantially to the alle- 
viation of these inadequacies. 

You will recall the report of the Secretary of Commerce submitted 
to Congress in March of 1955, which summarized highway construc- 
tion needs for the 10-year period 1955-64, and in which the needs of 
the A~B-C highways were estimated to total $44.9 billion. 

This was one of the reports considered by the committee during 
its extensive studies leading up to the eventual enactment of the High- 
way Act of 1956. 

he report of the House Committee on Public Works on the High- 
way Act of 1956 contains this paragraph: 

Two of the basic reasons for our existing deficiencies are the almost complete 
cessation of highway construction during World War II and the astonishing 
increase in the number of motor vehicles. This increase is expected to continue. 
The figures indicate that the 34 million vehicles registered in 1946 have increased 
to 62 million today and are estimated to be increased to 85 million in the next 
10 years. 

That was the best estimate available in 1956. Just 3 years later, 
in 1959, the Bureau of Public Roads estimated that by 1966 motor 
vehicle registrations would reach 89,160,000. The forecast made in 
1956 now appears to be almost 5 percent too low. The history of fore- 
casting highway usage is that the forecasts are almost invariably too 
conservative. 

Since 1956, our best efforts in providing for the needs of the A~B-C 
highways have been less than we knew ought to be done, and as time 
goes by we are finding that our estimates of what ought to be done 
were too conservative. 

The inadequacies of the A-B-C roads take many forms—insuf- 
ficient lane widths, improper vertical and horizontal alinement, nar- 
row bridges, inadequate signing and marking, worn-out pavement— 
there are many things which contribute to making the highways un- 
necessarily hazardous and overly crowded with vehicles. 

The high cost of inadequate highways, in terms of highway acci- 
dent toll, has recently been investigated in considerable detail. One 
of the most complete documents available, in this respect, is House 
Document No. 93, 86th Congress, “The Federal Role in Highway 
Safety,” a report prepared by the Bureau of Public Roads pursuant 
to section 117 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

Specifically pertinent to the bill under consideration is the report 
of a study made in the State of Massachusetts, which fixed the cost of 
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accidents on the Federal-aid primary and secondary systems of that 
State at $5,637 per mile of road per year. On the average, every mile 
driven takes one cent for traffic accidents, or roughly 121% cents for 
every gallon of gasoline consumed in highway travel. The cost in 
lives and the cost in property can be substantially reduced by improv- 
ing the highways to eliminate or minimize traffic hazards. 

It would be inappropriate to take the time of the committee to at- 
tempt to discuss the inadequacies of the A—B-C roads in great detail, 
but it may be well to take one highway hazard as an example. 

We have been actively concerned for many years with the hazard 
presented by railroad grade crossings. Grade crossing accidents are 
typically spectacular, and particularly in the case of collisions between 
railroad trains and school buses, they result in tragedies of a very 

oignant and horrifying nature. Consequently, public attention has 
kg drawn to the hazards of railroad grade crossings, and, as you 
know, there has been a continuing effort on the part of Federal and 
State governments, and the railroads as well, to reduce this hazard 
toa minimum. But even in such a critical area, recent progress has 
been rather discouraging. 

I am sure the committee must have noticed this morning in the 
Washington paper the lead story, “Thirty Feared Killed in Rail 
Wreck at Bakersfield, Calif.” as a passenger train hit an oil truck at 
a grade crossing. Over 55 people were injured and some 30 believed 
killed. 

That is just one of the incidents that occurs as a result of grade 
crossings. The latest figures that are available on grade crossing 
fatalities in 1958 show there were 2,831 accidents, with 3,026 injuries, 
and 1,129 fatalities in that year, as a result of grade crossing accidents 
alone. 

Mr. Mumma. Has it been decreasing ? 

Mr, PLummenr. Sir, I have the record for the years 1949 to 1958 here, 
and I would be glade to supplement the record with them. 

In 1949 the number of accidents were 3,171, with 1,307 fatalities. 
In 1950 it went up from 3,100 to 3,600 accidents, which was the high. 
Since that time, since 1950, there has been a gradual reduction from 
3,600 such accidents to 2,800 in 1958. 

Mr. Mumma. It could be the decrease in the use of the railroad 
tracks is bringing that about, could it not ? 

Mr. Piummer. Yes. Of course that would contribute to it. 

During the 10-year period 1950-59, according to the Bureau of 
Public Roads, 2,047 railway-highway crossings were eliminated at a 
total cost of $648.5 million, of which $460.7 million were Federal 
funds. Nevertheless, the Association of American Railroads has indi- 
cated that more than 220,000 grade crossings still remain. The esti- 
mated cost of separating all of these crossings would be in excess of 
$66 billion. 

While these figures may be somewhat discouraging, it is neverthe- 
less true that progress is being made. The American Road Builders’ 
Association is keenly aware of the tremendous efforts which have been 
made, down through the years, by dedicated public servants in the 


‘State highway departments and the Bureau of Public Roads. The 


Federal-aid highway program is a striking example of a successful 
partnership between the States and the Federal Government in serv- 
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ing the needs of the public, and much of the success is due to the un- 
selfish desire, on the part of highway officials, to see to it that highway 
funds are spent in the most efficient manner, so that the public receives 
maximum value for its highway dollars. 

The records show, too, that the highway industry, including manu- 
facturers, suppliers, highway contractors, and consulting engineers, 
have all done a remarkable job of cooperating with the engineers and 
administrators to deliver full dollar value to the public. 

For example, in 1956, the first year of the expanded highway pro- 
gram, the composite price index of the Bureau of Public Roads for 

‘ederal-aid highway construction was 163.3. In the third quarter of 
1959—3 years after the passage of the act of 1956—the price index 
was 163.4. 

This change in highway construction costs amounts to an increase of 
only six one-hundredths of 1 percent. This is indeed a remarkable 
record, in view of the inflationary trends during the past several years. 
During the same period, the cost-of-living index increased by 7.35 
percent, and the cost of all types of construction increased 17.5 per- 
cent. 

These are the facts, paradoxical though they may seem. 

How can it be possible to hold down highway construction costs dur- 
ing a period of general price increases? 

One very important factor is the increasing productivity of the 
highway contractor, through the use of more efficient equipment and 
improved construction methods. We have made remarkable strides 
in some areas of equipment design, and we have high hopes of making 
great strides in other areas, with the cooperation and encouragement 
of State highway officials. 

During the period 1925-29, the average bid price for common ex- 
cavation was 35 cents per cubic yard, in the hard, deflated dollars of 
the late 1920’s. In late 1959, the average bid price for common ex- 
cavation was 38 cents per yard—up 3 cents in 30 years. The reason— 
modern earthmoving machinery had taken over the work done by 
pick-and-shovel methods in an earlier time. 

Great improvements have been made in paving methods and paving 
machinery. We are looking for further improvements. It appears 
too that we are on the way to achieving still further improvements 
in paving machinery and paving methods. Improved techniques in 
earthwork compaction are resulting in better construction at lower 
cost. 

In the last few years, we have opened the door on a vast new field of 
technological improvement based on the utilization of electronics. 
Electronic devices can be used on scrapers, for example, to permit 

reater accuracy in the work performed with this type of equipment. 
Testronic computers are coming into wide use as a tool for perform- 
ing routine engineering computations at low cost. 

Another factor in keeping prices down is the highly competitive 
situation that exists in the highway contracting field. The latest 
available figures show that during the first half of 1959 there was an 
average of 7.4 bids received for construction contracts on the Federal- 
aid primary and Interstate Systems. The total of the low bids for 
these contracts was $1.157 billion, which was 11.3 percent below the 
engineers’ estimates of the cost of this work. 


We 
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Competition among highway contractors has been increasing. The 
average number of bidders per Federal-aid project was 3.9 in 1946, 
5.0 in 1952, and 6.7 in 1958. The 7.4 reported in the first half of 1959 
is a record high for the postwar period. ; 

These figures were compiled by the Bureau of Public Roads. Statis- 
tics developed by the American Road Builders’ Association fully sup- 
port the conclusion that conditions in the highway contracting In- 
dustry are highly competitive. American Road Builders’ Association 
estimates that only about 62 percent of the capability of highway con- 
tractors is being utilized. 

The Bureau of Public Roads further analyzed the contract bidding 
history of the first 6 months of 1959 and developed some valuable 
data with regard to the participation of small business in the federally 
aided highway construction program. 

Of the 4,022 contracts awarded during the period, 1,962, or 49 per- 
cent, were for amounts up to $100,000, and a total of 2,855, or 71 per- 
cent, were for less than $250,000, Only 383 contracts, less than 10 
percent, were for more than $1 million. 

The average contract size for this period was about $350,000. 

The figures cited include contract awards for both Interstate and 
A-B-C projects. It is especially true in A—B-C construction that the 
great majority of contracts are of a size well within the capability of 
small business to undertake. 

Earlier in this statement, we stressed the need for a balanced high- 
way program and raised the question, “What is proper balance ?” 

A resolution adopted by the American Road Builders’ Association 

at its convention in Cincinnati last January restated the previously 
adopted policy of this association in favor of increasing A—B-C ap- 
portionments in annual increments of $25 million until a level of at 
east $1 billion per year is reached. The American Road Builders’ 
Association believes that this represents a rate of activity consistent 
with the schedule for interstate construction set forth im the 1956 
Highway Act. 

In view of the fact that the interstate construction program has 
fallen behind schedule, and in consideration of the present inadequacy 
of the Highway Trust Fund, we regard the A-—B-C authorizations 
provided by H.R. 10495 as realistic and appropriate. They represent 
a minimum level below which the A—~B—C construction program should 
not be allowed to fall. 

We believe that the A—-B-C authorizations should be at a higher 
level, but we recognize that authorizations are effective only when 
they are within the capacity of the Highway Trust Fund. 

Accordingly, the resolution adopted at our Cincinnati convention 
stated that affirmative action for the increase of A-B-C authorizations 
could best be taken after the pending studies relating to highway bene- 
fits and equitable taxation now in progress are completed. 

I might say there you recall that those pending studies are under- 
way now. For instance, the highway test road that is being built and 
being tested at the present time—the figures and reports from that 
will be available to the Congress in 1961 as requested. Also, the 
108—D estimates provided in the 1956 act. Those estimates on the 
total cost of construction will be available then. 

Also, the economic studies provided in section 210 of the act will also 
be available at that time. 
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At a date no later than 1961, it is anticipated that Congress will 
return to the consideration of highway revenue legislation. At that 
time it will be imperative, in our hy dlahstis to provide for A~B-C 
construction activity at a level higher than is contemplated in the 
present, bill. 

Meanwhile, we are hopeful that the Congress will find some way of 
eliminating the necessity for the procedure known as “contract con- 
trol” or “reimbursement planning,” which has restricted the program, 
both A—B-C and interstate, and has resulted in distress in the high- 
way industry and in considerable disturbance to the programs of 
State highway departments. 

We are grateful indeed for the opportunity to appear before this 
committee and for the consideration given by the committee to the 
views of the American Road Builders’ Association. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Plummer, let me say that is one of the finest state- 
ments I have heard since I have been sitting on this committee. I 
want to congratulate you and your organization for the fine job that 
you have done before this committee many times in the past, and es- 
pecially today. 

Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Chairman, I will join you in your high estimate of 
this very splended statement, and congratulate you for your excellent 
work, Mr. Plummer. I do have a question. 

My assumption may be entirely in error, but I have observed that 
principally in the primary system there have been constructed in the 
urban areas bypasses at great cost to the States and to the Federal 
Government. As soon as these bypasses are made operative then 
along comes a gasoline operator and the bowling alleys and the shop- 
ping centers and they start hanging these lights up about every hun- 
dred yards and in 4 or 5 years the obsolescence has taken place, and 
you do not have a bypass any more. 

Do you think it would be wise or prudent. to include in our bill 
some restriction on access to these costly bypasses that are being 
constructed ? 

Mr. Piummer. Certainly some steps should be taken to do that, 
because by controlling the access to the new facilities you can preserve 
the life of these facilities. Otherwise, as you stated, it soon becomes 
obsolete and you have to go out and build another one farther out. 

Mr. Jones. You have to go out and build a bypass to the bypass? 

Mr. Prum™Mer. That is right. And it has occurred in many Rates, 
I realize that, and in Wisconsin we have done that and have a 
controlled-access law there which permits the State highway depart- 
ment to acquire access rights, and, by acquiring them, or declaring 
them limited-access highways at least we are able to control and pre- 
serve the highway. 

Mr. Jones. It seems to me that the original justification for the 
road and the enormous expenditure on it is to get traffic out of the 
congested areas from the downtown section and get them out on that 
bypass. The terminal point of the traffic pattern is not in the cities, 
but it is to get through the cities to some point beyond. Immediately 
after they are constructed, within a short period of time anyway, you 
have just as great a congestion on the bypass as you have in the down- 
town areas which you expected to relieve. 
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Mr. Mumma. Mr. Jones, are not most of these interstate roads lim- 
ited-access roads? Most of those being built around my home that 
condition would not exist in. They pay big money for damages on 
that route from Harrisburg to Baltimore. 

Mr. Jones. No. I am talking about these roads which are around 
the city for the purpose of making a bypass. 

Mr. Mumma. Not on the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Jones. No. I am not talking about the Interstate System. 

Mr. Mumma. Excuse me. 

Mr. PLtummnenr. It is true that on the Interstate System access is 
completely controlled on that. 

Mr. Jones. Yes. 

Mr. Ptummer. Access is controlled. But Mr. Jones is talking about 
the primary system particularly, and not the Interstate System, where 
that is entirely within the State now, and it is the State highway de- 
partment’s decision as to the design, and whether or not access can be 
controlled on it. 

Mr. Jones. It seems to me that the whole purpose is being defeated 
by the expenditure of Federal funds to give relief in the congested 
area when you are not relieving the problem but just delaying it, 
because you are trying to put out the fire on the one hand and building 
a fire on the other hand. 

It seems to me that there should be some restriction. I don’t know 
how general that it, but I have certainly observed it in a number of 
communities that I have been in. 

Mr. Picm™er. I believe the State highway departments more and 
more are coming to that realization and trying to protect against it. 

Mr. Mumma. On these highways you are talking about, are not 
most of the turns to the right? County highways I know of in the 
secondary roads, are mostly divided into four-lane highways. I do 
not know what. percentage they are all over the country, but in Penn- 
sylvania they are mostly divided highways, and they have provisions 
where there is going to be a left-hand turn, to segregate that traffic 
maybe 500 feet before you get there. 

On the road from Harrisburg west, that is carried out at every 
street intersection, and it does not seem to hold up traffic at all. So 
it is a matter of design which would enable us to eliminate a lot of 
that. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any other questions ? 

Mr. Mumma. Yes, I have a couple. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Mumma. 

Mr. Mumma. Why, it was said here yesterday that with this so- 
called appropriation we made for the emergency situation several 
years ago—Mr. Scherer spoke of it—amounting to about $400 million, 
I believe, that the A-B-C program is really ahead 3 years. 

Mr. Piummenr. It carried a provision that the contracts all had to 
be let prior to December 1, 1958, and completed prior to December 1, 
1959. That $400 million was expended, of course, on the primary and 
secondary roads. 

Mr. Mumma. Here is another question. It is sad but true that the 
fewer jobs you have advertised, the keener the competition is, which 
tends to hold down prices. Is that not correct? In other words, if 
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there is a lot of work a fellow will take a flyer on a job and say if 
I get it I get it at an ewfully good price. I do not mean to cut them 
down, but if they flood the market with a lot of proposals, it will 
keep the prices up. 

Mr. Ptummer. The contracting industry is only employed at 62 
percent of its capacity now, and the competition is pretty keen, re- 
gardless of the size of the letting. 

Mr. Mumma. Another thing. You mentioned the average cost of 
jobs. A lot of that is due to structures being advertised independently, 
it is not? 

Mr. PtumMer. They usually are. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mumma. In Pennsylvania you do not get a job much under a 
couple of million dollars now, and there is not much room for the 
subcontractor, unless he is willing to build the bridges, or take the 
drainage, or something like that. I do not know how that situation 
is in other States. 

Thank you. I enjoyed your statement and I think it is very good. 

Mr. Buarnik. Mr. Chairman. 

I would like to join my colleagues in a most wholehearted con- 
gratulation of Mr. Plummer on a solid, factual and informative state- 
ment. 

Mr. Plummer, you state that the American Road Builders’ Asso- 
ciation’s estimates are that only about 62 percent of the capability of 
the highway contractors is being utilized. I recall that so well because 
4 or 5 years ago members of this committee themselves, and other 
Members of Congress, were questioning the ability of the suppliers 
and contractors and the highway departments to handle this gigantic 
undertaking. 

Do you wish to make any further comment on the hardships or 
personal losses that are sustained by the inability to utilize at. least 
to a reasonable extent the capacity of our highway construction fa- 
cilities in America? Will that add on to the cost of future construe- 
tion that has to be undertaken?’ There is a lot of money tied up in 
machinery and equipment and the organizations are tooled up, and 
a lot of money is tied up in the State highway departments, which 
are geared up and tooled up, with the whole department reorganized 
and ready to be operating at a peak level; and then we have a lapse 
of 30 percent in construction level. Would you wish to comment any 
more on that aspect ? 

Mr. PtumMer. Yes, sir. Before the expanded program was wnder- 
taken, I think the average was about 50 percent of utilization of the 
contractors’ ability. There has been some increase as this program 
came into being. Quite naturally contractors tooled up with new and 
better equipment to do a bigger job. 

This last setback last year has been a bit hazardous to some con- 
tracting firms, who have been unable to stand up with the cutback 
in work that we have had. There is no question about it that any 
lessening of the road work is going to work havoe not only on the 
contractors, but equipment dealers, who have carried huge stocks, 
and are carrying a heavy burden today. That also goes to the raw 
materials people, who have tooled up their various sources of ma- 
terials to a schedule of production that they thought was going to 
be demanded by this increased program. Now they are waiting and 
holding it back. 
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It has a tremendous effect all the way up and down the line—not 
only on the contractor and the equipment dealer and the materials 
dealers and suppliers, but the highway departments, consulting en- 
gineering firms, etc. All of them have geared themselves to an ex- 
panded program and naturally any cutback in that program now is 
disastrous really toa great number of people. 

Does that answer your question, Congressman / 

Mr. Buarnik. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Plummer, are any economic studies underway showing the eco- 
nomic effects in the cost of the highway program due to this stretch- 
out? You say we are below the level of construction that we ex- 
pected to be at right now when we should be at our peak level. 

Mr. PtumMer. Stretching the program out has the same effect. 

Mr. Buarnik. The land values 5 years from today will most likely 
be higher, by and large, than they are today. Labor costs by and 
large will be higher also. 

The Associated General Contractors of America witness, Mr. Har- 
rison, testified that over a 5-year period between 1954 and 1959 labor 
costs ran around 30 percent higher, and materials 20 percent higher, 
and land values were bound to go way up in that rapidly expanding 
area. Ido not see how we can save money by holding back, or cutting 
back now. 

Mr. Ptumner. I do not either. I agree with you wholeheartedly 
now. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Blatnik. 

Mr. Biarnik. I will be glad to yield. 

Mr. Mumma. The contractors’ bid prices are only up 2 percent, 
which is after all what makes the cost to the Federal Government. 
That is the last figure he shows there in that list of bid figures. That 
‘arries out my point that they get pretty cheap prices when there is 
not much work. 

Mr. Buarnix. I think they have done an excellent job. I am well 
familiar with the development of machinery up in our mining areas, 
where we handle the large masses and volumes of earth removal and 
piling in our iron ore mining area. They have done a fantastic job 
of moving earth there, and I think the cost index released by the 
Bureau of Public Roads is a very interesting and encouraging item. 

Do you recall offhand how the cost index compares ¢ 

Mr. PLumMer. Six one-hundredths of 1 percent increase in the last 
4 years. A very, very slight increase—hardly any. 

Mr. Jones. Mr. Plummer, I do not want to get salt applied to an old 
wound, but I would like to ask you this parting question: Would you 
mind giving us your thinking about utility relocation costs? 

Mr. Piummer. Not at all. I appeared before our legislature on 
that. Our present method of compensating for utility relocation is 
what you have in mind? 

Mr. Jones. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Puumnenr. It isthis: In Wisconsin, where the utility occupies 
the right-of-way—and in our State the utility is authorized to occupy 
a highway right-of-way—where they occupy that right-of-way and 
we have a relocation of that highway they must pay their cost of 
relocating the utility line, where they occupy it free of charge at the 
sufferance of the State. 
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Now, where the utility occupies right-of-way that it has purchased, 
that is, private right-of-way, and we relocate a road, then the highway 
commission must pay the utility. There is no question there. 

As to the Interstate System particularly, I have opposed the funds 
of the Federal Government and the State being used to pay for utility 
relocation. I am very strongly opposed to it. 

Mr. Jones. Do you recall how many States enacted legislation since 
1956 making unlawful repayment of utility relocation costs? 

Mr. Piummer. There are quite a number. I can supply that in- 
formation to the committee. It do not recall, but there are quite a 
number of them that have, and in quite a few States that passed legis- 
lation authorizing compensation to utilities for movements, the 
supreme courts of those States have declared it unconstitutional. I 
know three or four States where that has occurred. 

Mr. Rostson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Robison has been trying to ask a question here for 
the last 20 minutes. 

Mr. Rostson. I do not have a question, but I would like to comment 
on what the gentleman from Alabama mentioned a few moments ago. 
I think it is a most interesting subject. 

If I understood what he was talking about, it seems to me we have 
a situation in my home area which is very similar to what is happen- 
ing around probably many parts of the country. A few years ago, 
Route 17 on the New York State Interstate System ran from Endicott 
to Binghamton, N.Y., a distance of 6 or 7 miles, on the north side of 
the Susquehanna River. It was through a very congested area. So 
about 10 or 15 years ago we built a bypass on the south side of the 
Susquehanna River into what was then pretty much a farm area with 
nothing else there. That was fine for a while. It was supposed to be 
a limited-access highway and the people enjoyed it for a time as such. 
But I am sitting here now and trying to think of what happened in 
those years. 

There are innumerable gas stations on this 6-or 7-mile highway 
stretch, and at least a half a dozen motels, a drive-in movie and a 
couple of drive-in drycleaning establishments, and even a new fac- 
tory, and the new campus of the college there, which is a State uni- 
versity. It is fine for private enterprise. That highway was a 
wonderful thing for a while and it helped them to build up, but now 
the State authorities are trying to figure out how they can move the 
thing 5 miles farther into the country in order to build a similar 
limited-access highway, which somehow gets away from that con- 
ception. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Cramer. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Cramer. 

Mr. Cramer. Mr. Plummer, I was interested in your statement on 
page 12, in the next to the last paragraph, in which you stress, and 

think properly so, that you are hopeful that, and I repeat— 


The Congress will find some way of eliminating the necessity for the procedure 
known as “contract control” or “reimbursement planning,” which has restricted 
the program, both A-—B-C and Interstate, and has resulted in distress in the 
highway industry and in considerable disturbance to the programs of State 
highway departments. 
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I think you put the emphasis right where it belongs. It is my un- 
derstanding that the reason for the announced reimbursement plan- 
ning and contract control was No. 1 that Congress did not provide 
enough money to carry out the program. Therefore, a lot of States 
would be left with a lot of unfinished bills looking to the Government 
to pay them, without the Government being able to doso. No2. The 
obvious further reason is because Congress has reinitiated the Byrd 
amendment limitations on spending requiring that the money be in 
the trust fund. 

Do you see any alternative that the Bureau of Public Roads has 
under those circumstances, unless Congress takes some action in these 
limiting fields? 

Mr. Ptummer. No, I do not see any alternative to that. 

Mr. Cramer. I think you rendered a great service in pointing out 
that it is a responsibility of Congress having this contract control 
which obviously the States do not like. Congress imposed it on the 
system itself in my judgment. 

Mr. PrumMer. The Bureau of Public Roads could well be criticized 
Hf it went beyond the funds Congress authorized. It is unable to do 
that. 

Mr. Cramer. As a matter of fact, it would be violating the duties of 
the members of the Bureau of Public Roads, would it not, if they re- 

udiated the Byrd amendment specifically in the legislation passed 
in Congress, because they spent more money than was available in 
the budget? I think the gentleman made a very significant contribu- 
tion to this whole discussion, because I understand that is one of the 
points of some of the States, that they are unhappy about this con- 
tract control. I am unhappy about it also and I evinced my unhap- 
piness by doing something about it in the recent Congresses. The 
administration evinced its unhappiness and it did it previously by 
asking for a cent and a half gasoline tax. Congress did not provide 
that or some other type of financing. 

I say the responsibility is Congress, and you are alert in pointing 
it out. I think you are one of the few who has appeared before this 
committee who has done so. 

Mr. Buatntx. While I am interested in this point on the financing, 
I think it is incorrect to lay the blame entirely on Congress. Of 
course, it is also the administration. They had a very influential part 
to play in insisting on this one form of raising the revenues and re- 
fusing to yield to an intermediate position or compromise between 
the wishes of those in Congress and the administration’s own position. 

I will not pursue that further, however. 

I am interested in this point, Mr. Plummer, which you do not touch 
on or refer to in your statement. Perhaps speaking more to your own 
broad and wide experience of quite some years in actual planning and 
construction of these highways, what would your comments or think- 
ing be, even if it is rather impromptu, on the recent deemphasis or 
restrictive measures, or directives, resulting in the curtailment of con- 
struction of expressways in the urban areas? You have a good deal 
of experience in the rural areas and a very good idea of urban prob- 
lems, not only in your State, but across the country in your travels and 
associations. 

Do you have any comments on that as a part of the balanced pro- 
gram to which you made reference? 
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Mr. Ptum™er. On that, Congressman, I would personally say this: 
There is no question as to the needs in the urban areas. The needs 
are there, and the costs are there. You just cannot avoid it. It is 
impossible to build a system of integrated highways and dump the 
traflic at the edge of the city and not take care of it, or not take care 
of the traffic going out of the city. Something has to be done. You 
just cannot isolate the city. 

The urban improvement is necessary in a balanced highway pro- 
gram, and of course it is costly, and it 1s bound to be. Rights-of-way 
are costly, and construction is costly. The treatment and design must 
be costly through the urban areas. There is no other way of handling 
it. Consequently, I personally feel very strongly that there should 
be a place made for taking care of the urban work along with the 
rest of it. 

Mr. Biarnix. You implied perhaps that ought to be the responsi- 
bility of the States and municipalities concerned. Would you have 
any comment to make on their ability to carry out that very expensive 
sort of work ? 

Mr. PiumMer. I can best give you an example. In my own State, 
in Milwaukee County, that is really our only big urban area in 
Wisconsin. Milwaukee County is made up of 21 separate incorpo- 
rated cities and villages. Itisall urban. The entire county is urban. 
Milwaukee County had some terrific traffic problems. They came up 
with a county expressway system, and on that system, totaling some 
50 miles of expressways, it can handle traffic in and out of the city. 
Of that 50 miles of expressway, there are 19 miles on the Interstate 
System, and of that 50 miles there are about 20 miles of it on the State 
trunk primary system. The State Highway Department and we have 
worked out a system with the Bureau of Public Roads as far as 
Federal] aid is concerned, and with the State Highway Department as 
far as State funds are concerned, and with Milwaukee County as far 
as Milwaukee County is concerned, and we find that the total cost of 
that 50 miles of Milwaukee County expressway will be somewhere 
around $350 million on a 10-year program. We are now in the 
fourth year of it. 

By using the funds available for that part of the expressway on 
the Interstate System, and the funds available from the State on the 
primary routes, and the funds of the county on the balance, we find 
that that cost is split just about evenly three ways—Federal funds, 
State funds and local funds. But Milwaukee County would be 
wholly unable and the State would be wholly unable to provide all of 
the money for that. We just could not do it. There is not that much 
money available. But by a combination of the three we are working it 
out very satisfactorily there. 

To my mind, that is about as fine a way of doing that type of 
thing as can be done. 

Mr. Mumma. May I interrupt you a minute, Mr. Blatnik? 

Mr. Buiatrnix. Yes. 

Mr. Mumma. Is that the road from Milwaukee down to Evanston, 
or Chicago? I notice there you have a sort of auxiliary highway on 
either side of the road, and I wondered what it was for. There was 
not much traffic on it. 

Mr. PLummer. That is not part of the expressway. That leads into 
the expressway at the Milwaukee County line, but that highway from 
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the south Milwaukee County line down to the Illinois line is part of 
our Interstate System, and that is open to traffic. It is built and open 
to traffic now, and because of the development along the old road 
there—you see, we had a dual-lane highway there before the Inter- 
state System was put there, and there is a tremendous development of 
ice cream stands, and dairy stands, and motels, and taverns, and all 
that sort of thing you noticed that has developed along there. 

Well, when we built that highway, the Interstate System, we could 
not afford to buy up all of that developed property along that right- 
of-way, you see. It would be impossible. So we took one side and 
built a frontage road, or service road, in addition to the main traveled 
highway, you see, to serve that local abutted property without buying 
up access on all of it. We kept the interstate free of access by build- 
ing the service road to those properties outside of the Interstate 
System. 

Mr. Mumma. My thought is not to agree with your statement that 
there has been a tremendous development. There has been some but 
it did not occur to me that it was tremendous. There are vast 
stretches where they do not have anything. 

oo that on both sides of the road? I was only interested in the one 
side. 

Mr. Puum™er. Yes, sir. There is a service road on both sides. 
We use part of the old highway as the service road, in fact, on 
one side. 

Mr. Rortnson. You heard me mention a few minutes ago the high- 
way in my area that has the same problem. It is too late for us to put 
a service road there, because the cost of buying the right-of-way from 
all of these private enterprises situated there would be out of the 
question. 

Do you think, though, in the long run we could save some highway 
funds, even on primary roads such as that, by authorizing a wider 
right-of-way acquisition, for instance, so that service roads could be 
designed into some of these situations? 

Mr. Piumner. I would say this: Not on all miles of highways are 
service roads necessary. It is only in the heavily developed areas that 
they are necessary. 

Mr. Roptson. Oh, yes. 

Mr. Puummer. Otherwise I think it would be better to buy some 
right-of-way and access rights rather than build a service road, be- 
cause unless there is ample development there to warrant it, it would 
be an expensive proposition to build the service road. 

Mr. Rosson. In certain areas it would help. 

Mr. Ptummer. Yes, and they are needed in certain areas. 

Mr. Mumma. That is the condition on that road to Annapolis from 
here, is it not? 

Mr. Fatton. That is a service road, I think, from the bridge over 
the Annapolis road to the Chesapeake Bay Bridge. There is a serv- 
ice road on both sides. 

Mr. Mumma. I don’t know. It is out there by Howard Johnson. 

Mr. That’s right. 

Mr. Plummer, on behalf of the committee again I want to thank you 
for your very fine statement. I appreciate your taking time out to 
come down here to give us the welcome information that you furnished 
this committee with this morning. 
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Thank you. 

Mr. Puummer. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Mr. Kahl. 

I might say at this point our next witness was scheduled to be Mr. 
Greeley. However, he has consented to come back this afternoon. 
Some of the members who are probably not members of the subcom- 
mittee, wanted to be here when Mr. Greeley testified. I would ap- 
preciate it if those members would be notified. We will adjourn for 
Junch and then come back at 2 o’clock, after Mr. Kahl testifies. 

Mr. Kahl, I might say to the members, has not only been a friend 
of mine for many years and a neighbor, but he is the director of 
one of the fastest growing counties in the United States, Baltimore 
County, which is just north of Baltimore City and north of my 
district. 

Mr. Kahl, would you tell the reporter your full name, title and 
occupation, and the organization that you represent ? 


STATEMENT OF CHRISTIAN KAHL, ELECTED COUNTY EXECUTIVE, 
BALTIMORE COUNTY, MD., DIRECTOR, NATIONAL ASSOCIATION 
OF COUNTY OFFICIALS 


Mr. Kanu. Mr. Chairman, my name is Christian Kahl] and I am the 
elected county executive of Baltimore County, Md. It is a pleasure 
to be invited to testify here today on behalf of the National Associa- 
tion of County Officials. I have the honor of serving on the board of 
directors of that association and am testifying today as chairman of 
the association’s roads and highway committee. 

The Nationa] Association of County Officials commends this com- 
mittee and the U.S. Congress for the passage of the 1956 Federal-Aid 
Highway Act. We believe this is one of the finest pieces of legislation 
ever to come out of the Congress. The weight of our statement today 
is that we reaffirm our faith in the basic soundness of this legislation 
and urge the Congress to stick as closely as possible to the concepts 
laid down in the 1956 act. More specifically, we believe: 

1. Congress should expand the appropriation of the Federal-aid 
primary, secondary, and urban systems (A—B-C roads) by $25 million 
each year. In the 1956 act Congress declared its intent of expanding 
A-B-C appropriations $25 million each year until they reach a level 
of $1 billion a year. This would mean an appropriation of $925 
million for fiscal 1961; $950 for fiscal 1962; $975 for fiscal 1963, ete. 

These funds, as you know, are distributed to the States to be used 
45 per centum for primary, 30 per centum for secondary, and 25 per 
centum for projects on extensions of the primary and secondary sys- 
tems into urban areas. 

It should be noted that the 755,278 miles A~B-C roads carry more 
than 66 percent of all the traffic generated by our 70 million vehicles. 
It is estimated that in 15 years vehicle registrations will increase to 
100 million. Both the number of vehicles and the miles traveled are 
increasing astronomically. This will place a tremendous strain upon 
these systems. 

The 3.047 counties of the United States have major responsibility 
for the 520,371 miles of secondary roads. They also have responsibil- 
ity for the lion’s share of the non-Federal-aid county roads that make 


u 
re 
A 
tl 
tl 
fi 
Ww 
g 
| 
ta 
m 
| ef 
of 
N 
| de 
is 
ca 
CO 
T 
th 
th 
pe 
to 
| tr 
fo 
ou 
of 
tr: 
} te 
ar 
th 
Ce 
as 
th 
of 
| po 
me 


FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT OF 1960 83 


up the overwhelming mileage of the 3,400,000 miles of American 
roads. The secondary system cannot be kept in phase with the rest 
of the nation’s road system without adequate Federal financial as- 
sistance. 

Some have suggested that we should freeze appropriations for 
A-B-C roads at $900 million per year. Some have even suggested 
that since A~B-C roads have first call on the Highway Trust Fund, 
that we should reduce A—B-C appropriations to leave more in the 
fund for interstate highway construction. This would be folly. The 
whole idea of the 1956 act was to build a balanced system of highways 

iving adequate consideration to each system of roads. To either 
as or cut back on A-B-C roads would be to betray that vast group 
of Americans who have given such solid support to the increased 
taxes necessary to build a balanced system of roads. 

To freeze A-B-C appropriations at $900 million in the face of an- 
nual inflation, tremendously increased vehicle registrations, expanded 
population and increased mileage traveled, would greatly reduce the 
effectiveness of these road systems when they are needed most. 

2. Congress should keep the interstate highway program on sched- 
ule. The 41,000-mile Interstate System constitutes only 1.2 percent 
of the total road mileage, but will carry more than 20 percent of the 
Nation’s traffic when it is completed. The National Association of 
County Officials believes that we must have this system for national 
defense, highway safety, and general economic growth of the Nation. 

Lately we have heard a lot of rumors that the Interstate System 
is not needed. In some cases this is a general feeling and in some 
cases it seems to settle down to the specific that we do not need to 
construct interstate roads into urban areas, but between urban areas. 
The National Association of County Officials believes more strongly 
than ever that we must stick to our original schedule for completing 
these roads. It is estimated that by the year 2000, 85 percent of our 
people will live in urban areas. We must have a system of highways 
to move people from the heart of one urban area to another—to 
transport foodstuff and materials freely—to provide escape routes 
for civil defense purposes—and to insure the orderly development of 
our suburbs. 

The high cost of constructing interstate roads in urban areas is 
offset by the economy of cost per mile of vehicle travel due to great 
traffic density. Reduced delivery costs and other economic factors 
tend to offset the high initial costs. Finally, limited-access highways 
are safer highways. Cook County, IIl., for example, estimates that 
the costs of accidents saved by drivers on expressways in the Cook 
County area can be capitalized at about $2.5 million per mile. It is 
a statement made by the mayor of Chicago. 

Mr. Chairman, with your permission we would like to incorporate 
the highway system of our American County platform into the record 
of these hearings. The American County platform contains the 
policy statements of the National Association of County Officials in 
most. national issues confronting our local citizens. 

We thank you for the opportunity to be heard. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Kahl, we certainly appreciate your coming here 
this morning and thank you for the very fine statement. 
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With no objection, the American County platform and supporting 
action program of the National Association of County Officials will 
be incorporated in the record at. this point. 

Mr. Mumma. That is a separate book in itself. 

Mr. Faxon. If there is no objection. 

Mr. Mumma. I have no objection. 

Mr. Kant. We propose only the portion dealing with roads and 
highways be incorporated in it. That is only one section of it. 

Mr. Fation. That is only one section. Yes. That is section 2 of 
the platform on roads and highways that will be made a part of the 
record. 

Mr. Kant. That is right. 

Mr. Fation. Following Mr. Kahl’s statement. 

Mr. Kanu. Thank you. 

(The document referred to is as follows :) 


{Excerpt from the official policy statement of the National Association of County Officials] 
2. Roaps AND HIGHWAYS 


2-1. Highway Act endorsed.—The National Association of County Officials 
strongly endorses the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956. 

2-2. Completion of balanced highway program urged.—We favor the develop- 
ment of a balanced national highway program and oppose any arrangement 
having any tendency whatsoever to freeze regular primary, secondary or urban 
highway appropriations. Any “stretchout” of or interruption to the scheduled 
Federal highways program is opposed as not in the the best national interests. 
The Congress of the United States is memorialized to let nothing stand in the 
way of timely completion of the national system of roads and highways under 
the Federal highways program. We believe that any delay in the Federal-aid 
highways program will seriously jeopardize national safety, welfare, and 
development. 

2-3. Secondary road funds.—F¥ederal-aid secondary roads which are the 
primary responsibility of county government units have become increasingly 
important, both through increased travel in rural areas and also because of the 
importance of these roads as feeders into the new National System of Interstate 
and Defense Highways. We favor the gradual and continuous expansion of 
Federal appropriations to enlarge the secondary road system at a uniform rate 
with the other highway systems to insure that the Nation has a uniformly 
developed roadbuilding program. 

2-4. County use of secondary road funds.—Every county in the United States 
is urged to take full advantage of all Federal funds available to it for secondary 
road purposes under the Federal-aid highway program. 

2-5. Burden on user.—Highways serve a national defense and civil defense 
purpose. This requires highway financing in part with revenues from sources 
other than highway user taxes. After reasonable allowance for this general 
public interest, the financial burden should be borne by the user. The Federal 
Government should make available for the entire Federal-aid program an amount 
equal to the total of all the receipts for highway users taxes under the present 
law. We favor Federal control of access roads financed with 90 percent or more 
Federal funds. Desirable control of access on all other highways should be left 
to the various States. We oppose use of Federal funds to construct toll roads. 

2-6. User taxes for highway purposes.—It is strongly recommanded to the 
Congress that the proceeds of Federal highway user taxes be devoted exclusively 
to highway purposes. 

2-7. State and local joint committec.—There is a great need for a joint 
committee of the governing bodies of State and local governments concerned 
with highway matters to coordinate Government highway programs, objects 
and research at other than the Federal level. This association is on record 
as favoring the formation of a State and local government highway committee 
consisting of appropriate representatives from the American Association of 
State Highway Officials, the American Municipal Association, and the National 
Association of County Officials. 
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2-8. Compulsory automobile title certificates.—We favor and strongly urge 
that the State legislatures in those States which have not provided compul- 
sory automobile certificates of title to motor vehicles enact such legislation 
at the earliest possible date. 

2-9. County action on traffic safety.—If States and local governments do not 
make substantial progress over the next few years toward solving the Nation’s 
traffic accident problem increased Federal control will be forthcoming, including 
proposals for Federal licensing of all automobiles and drivers and Federal 
patrolling of the highways of the States and local government. This associ- 
ation urges prompt local action in this field and specifically supports the 
adoption of uniform traffic laws among the various States. 

2-10. Traffic accident program.—Officials of every county in the United States 
should develop and effectively carry out a comprehensive, coordinated pro- 
gram for traffic accident prevention, based on the action program of the 
President’s Highway Safety Conference. We commend especially the value 
of specialized training of key personnel engaged in traffic safety work and 
strongly recommend that county officials take the fullest possible advantage 
of cash fellowship awards available for training enforcement officers at various 
institutions of learning throughout the nation. 

2-11. Litter control—The National Association of County Officials strongly 
supports national efforts to reduce the unsightly litter along the Nation’s 
streets and roadways. We urge every county to cooperate in this national 
effort with appropriate ordinances and a vigorous enforcement program. We 
endorse the work of Keep America Beautiful, Inc., and we are pleased to be 
one of the cooperating organizations on the national advisory council of this 
group. 

2-12. Work of National Association of County Engineers endorsed.—The 
policy, programs, and publications of the National Association of County 
Engineers, an affiliate of the National Association of County Officials, are 
hereby applauded and heartily endorsed. The National Association of County 
Engineers is commended for its leadership and for its devotion to a sound 
program of progess in the development of our nation’s roads and highways. 

2-13. National Committee on Urban Transportation supported —The National 
Association of County Officials endorses the work and program of the National 
Committee on Urban Transportation and recommmends that the committee 
be perpetuated on a long-term basis of 5 years or more. The committee, 
through its leadership, guide manuals, and pilot studies has made a sig- 
nificant contribution toward the solution of the transportation problem in 
urban counties and metropolitan areas. 

2-14. Bridge clearances.—The National Association of County Officials urges 
that bridges on the Federal highway system be constructed so as to provide 
reasonable clearance for navigation, taking into consideration of all factors of 
both highway and waterway usage at the bridge site. 


Mr. Mr. Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Chairman, in the witness’ statement he pointed 
out that the A-B-C system has in it 755,278 miles, and that this 
carries 66 percent of all the traflic generated by our 70 million vehicles. 
I assume those figures are correct. I know that the Interstate System, 
comprising 41,000 miles, carries 20 percent of the traffic. I have 
asked our engineer, Mr. Brennan, to use his pencil and figure the 
density of traffic on the Interstate System compared to the density 
on the A—B-C system, and I ask leave when he has completed those 
calculations that we insert that figure in the record at this point. 

Mr. Faxon. [f there is no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Brennan. Based on the A~B-C system of 755,000 miles carry- 
ing 66 percent of the traffic, and the Interstate Sy stem of 41 ,000 miles 
carrying 21 percent of the traffic, the traffic density on the Interstate 
System is 5.6 times heavier than the traffic density on the A—~B-C 
system. 

Mr. Bavpwin. Mr. Kahl, I would like to ask you one question. I 
notice that you have recommended that we increase the funds for the 
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A-B-C roads at the $25 million per year rate of increase that was 
originally contemplated. I also notice you have stated that you feel 
there should be a balance maintained between the Interstate System 
and the A-~B-C program. I also note you have indicated you feel 
that the Interstate System program should be kept on the original 
schedule. 

Let. me ask you this question: Upon the premise that Congress this 
year is not going to take any action to finance the Interstate System 
program on the original schedule so that we have a shortage of about 
25 percent in the Interstate System program, is it still your position 
that we should increase the allocation for the A—B-C roads, which 
would therefore reduce the allocation by an additional $25 million 
a the Interstate System funds, even though it is already 25 percent 
short! 

Mr. Kann. It is the view of the National Association of County 
Officials Roads and Highways Committee that the first emphasis 
should be on increasing the A~B-C road program. 

Mr. Batpwin. Even if it is at the expense of the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Kaun. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. Scuerer. You are also aware of the fact, are you not, that in 
1958 as an antirecession measure that the Congress authorized the 
acceleration of the A—~B-C system by the expenditure in that year 
alone of an additional $400 million ? 

Mr. Kant. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuerer. And in spite of that fact you still feel that we should 
continue to increase the A-B-C system at a rate provided or suggested 
in the 1956 act ? 

Mr. Kant. I can only say this: Speaking from the standpoint of 
my own county, which is highly urbanized, it will have approximately 
a 100 percent increase in population as indicated by the forthcoming 
census, and at the rate at which we are growing we can soak up all 
the Federal aid we can get on A—B-C roads without any difficulty at 
all, and not come anywhere near meeting our needs; and all the local 
money thrown into the pot too. 

Mr. Scuerer. I would not deny that at all, but it is the fear that 
because of the fact that we have already added $400 million to the 
A-B-C program that was not contemplated in the 1956 act, that even 
if we cut back this time as provided in the Fallon bill, or even cut back 
another $25 million, as I understand the the administration is going 
to recommend, that insofar as the A-B-C system is concerned, Con- 
gress will still have complied with its intention as set forth in the 
1956 act. 

Mr. Kant. I cannot quarrel with that, but we still hope, and 
representing the counties we ask you, please not to cut back the 
A-B-C program, 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Kahl, the figure of $925 million for 2 years is in 
no way,-or I hope it is in no way construed to be a freeze. We have 
the studies, of course, coming in 1961, and there will have to be 
some action taken by the Congress in order to provide funds to 
carry out the program as passed in 1956. Now when you talk about 
a cutback in the program on the Interstate System, the 1956 act, 
I think, intended that next year we spend $2.2 billion. We are told 
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that the only money available will be $1,8 billion. So that means 
there will be $400 million short in that category, and that was the 
intent of the 1956 act, but we are not carrying out that intent. 

The intention of Congress was to have a balanced program. If we 
took another $75 million for the 2 years and put it on the A—~B-C 
system, that would make the Interstate System another $75 million 
short. That would be the result of increasing this A-B-C system 
by $25 million for 2 years. So we would be throwing the balance of 
the program further out of line, whereas it was the expression of the 
Congress that it should not be. 

You see then that we have three expressions. One, that we continue 
on the schedule of the 1956 act as far as authorizations and appropri- 
ations allow it to be done, but we cannot do that because we are 
short of funds. 

The second was that we keep the programs in balance. 

The third was that the schedule of money for both the Interstate 
System and the A—B-C roads should be kept at the level in the 
1956 act. So, we are out of balance all around. 

Mr. Scuerer. And we hope, as you say, after the 1961 reports are 
in, to get this whole thing back on schedule. 

Mr. Fauion. That is the hope of this committee. Certainly it 
is the hope of the people who support this program, both those 
sitting here and the people sitting out front, that we can bring this 
program back on schedule and furnish the money necessary to bring 
it to a quick completion. 

Mr. Scuerer. Is there not another facet to this phase of the problem, 
Mr. Chairman? As you so rightly point out, we intended under 
the 1956 act to authorize and to spend, I think, about $2.2 billion in 
the next fiscal year, and as you point out we are going to spend only 
$1.8 billion. But there is a further problem that has injected itself 
into this picture, namely, that if we were actually going to continue 
the construction level on the Interstate System as we contemplated 
it in the 1956 act, we would have to spend next fiscal year—instead 
of $2.2 billion, the amount we provided—we would have to spend 
about, $2.9 billion, because of this tremendous increase in cost of 
the Interstate System. 

Mr. Fation. That is correct. 

Mr. Scuerer. So we are cutting the Interstate System back by 
about $1 billion when we consider the construction levels as con- 
templated by this committee back in 1956. This is brought about by 
the tremendous increase of costs in this program from $27 billion to 
about $40 billion. So we are really not keeping on at that level. Even 
if we were spending the $2.2 billion, we are way behind. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Scherer, will you yield ? 

Mr, Mr Mumma. 

Mr. Mumma. I know it was unfortunate you could not be here to 
hear Mr, Harrison’s testimony this morning, but if you will look 

Mr. Scuerer. I am sorry, but I had another committee, and the 
chairman of my other committee is tougher on me than this chairman, 
and he said I had to be there this morning. 

Mr. Mumma. But the point I wanted to bring out was that the 
average cost of the Interstate System had only gone up 2 percent. 
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Mr. Fauxon. That is on the highway contractors. 

Mr. Yes. 

Mr. Fatxon. But the other expenses— 

Mr. Mumma. Yes. Well, on the highways the committee will get 
into that later. 

Mr. Scuerer. I agree that the construction industry has done pretty 
well. I do not think 2 percent is exact. Haven’t construction costs 
gone up 12 percent since 1954? 

Mr. Mumma. You just look at Mr. Harrison’s testimony on the last 
page. It is quite interesting. I will not review it here. 

Mr. Scuerer. I thought it went up 12 percent since 1954. 

Mr. Mumma. Contractors bid prices. 

Mr. Scuerrer. Since what year? 

Mr. Mumma. The average from 1953 to 1959. That includes all 
of it. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Mumma. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwencen. This has been a special interest of mine, and a 
special study, and I can say to you while I did not hear this testimony, 
it appears to me to be substantially correct, and I say hats off to the 

rivate contractors. I said it before and I reiterate it. I think they 
ave given us a fine demonstration of what free enterprise can do when 
they operate freely and competitively. , . 

Mr, Scuprer. Let me ask you a question. There is a 12-percent 
figure which is the extent that costs increased from 1954 to 1958, and 
then they levelled off. Does that 12 percent melude also right-of-way 
acquisitions ¢ 

Mr. Mumma. Construction. The damages are handled by an en- 
tirely different thing. The contractor does not have anything to do 
with damages. 

Mr. Scuerer. I understand that but T want to clarify it in my own 
mind. 

Mr. Mumma. You have a good point. The overall costs could be 
up with the rights-of-way. 

Mr. Scuerer. Of course, the overall cost was up more than 12 
percent. 

Mr. Fation. Can we get back on the track for a minute? Are 
there any questions you want to ask Mr. Kahl? 

Mr. Mumma. I was going to get into this, but it is late. I wanted 
to know whether the accidents on highways are the result of the design 
of the highway. In other words, are the highways badly designed, and 
is that the reason why we have all of these accidents? On that 
question I refer you to the accident which happened in California 
last night. Now, I would not bet, but I believe it would be a good 
bet. that that road was marked on either side to show that there 
was a railroad crossing, and that the driver should stop. There 
must have been that warning. 

I remember one time when I was nearly killed crossing the Penn- 
sylvania Railroad, thinking of something else. I looked up and 
a train was on me, and I never got over that. Take the Pennsyl- 
vania Turnpike. There has been a number of accidents on it, and 
you know that most of them were caused by drivers going to sleep 
and running into the rear end of some other car. 
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Take Maryland 240 at Frederick. I like that road much better 
than the Pennsylvania Turnpike because your contours change and 
you weave in and out. It is sort of an interesting drive, but I 
do not think you can blame all of this accident business on sleep. 
Old Man John Barleycorn has something to do with it, and lack 
of sleep, and various things. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Kahl, it seems as though the members want to 
tell you just how they fee] about this program. I am sorry to take 
up too much time. 

Mr. Kanu. That is perfectly all right. I am glad to listen. 

Mr. Scuwencen. I want to ask a question. First, I want to say that 
you, like many others, have given us a very fine statement. It is 
testimony that will be of great value to us when we consider this 
problem in the future. Secondly, I would like to raise this point 
about taxes. 

You point out the problems that the area you serve is having. 
I know there are a lot of States that do not have property taxes 
on automobiles and trucks, and so forth. I was just wondering if 
you agree with some of these people who are suggesting that the 
States pass a property tax and give this to the communities who 
are faced with some of these problems to help build their urban 
systems. 

Mr. Kan. In Maryland the property tax was eliminated on auto- 
mobiles some years ago and, in leu thereof, the State agreed to 
give to the political subdivisions $5 of the registration fee on motor 
vehicles annually at the time of getting the license, which was the 
average amount being received under the old system from personal 
property taxes. It is a much simpler manner of securing revenue 
and if does not require keeping of assessment records on all cars, 
with all of the bookkeeping involved and transferring ownerships, 
and writing them down by taking off depreciation figures annually, 
and so on. It works out very nicely and we like that system. 

Mr. ScuweEnce.. Is this money earmarked for streets and highways? 

Mr. Kann. Yes, it is. 

Mr. ScuweEnce, It cannot be used for anything else / 

Mr. Kan. No, but actually it would not make any difference 
because we spend so many times more than that on streets and high- 
ways more than we get from all sources such as gasoline tax revenues, 
and motor vehicle registration funds distributed back to the political 
subdivisions. In the case of my own county we pay about 12 percent 
of the cost of maintaining our highway system and putting out 
capital funding and the debts necessary to build new roads and 
streets in the county. The other 88 percent we have to get mostly 
from the tax on real estate, from the local taxpayers, because we 
have limited sources of taxation, as you know, in most counties. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Mr. Kahl, I listened with interest to your state- 
ment about the fear that we would not give attention to this total 
system, but that also in this instance we ought to lay greater stress 
on the A—~B-C system than we do on the Interstate System. I was 
wondering if you have any thoughts about either the Congress or the 
Bureau of Public Roads setting up a priority system for the Inter- 
state System, that is, where we build the trunk lines that are going to 
be used most, since the studies indicate they are going to be the 
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busiest highways when they are built. Should either the Bureau of 
Public Roads or Congress pass legislation to set up a priority system 
in that instance / 

Mr. Kanu. The last session of the General Assembly of Maryland, 
which is closing probably today or tomorrow, passed a law at the 
suggestion of the new director of the State roads commission to 
eliminate from the State’s highway program, provisions that made it 
necessary to spend the money piecemeal all over the State in order 
to give each political subdivision, or each area in the State some 
portion of the highway funds available. They had a restriction that 
90 percent of the work had to be finished in each of the areas before 
additional contracts could be let. 

These restrictions have been removed for the very purpose of set- 
ting up priorities in our State, and I think it is a good thing to do at 
the national level. In other words, traffic studies indicate where 
roads should be built first, so they are taking off the restrictions on 
the money in order to keep everybody happy so they can proceed on 
a priority basis to build the roads where they are needed most 
according to traffic counts. 

Mr. Scuwencen. You would endorse that? 

Mr. Kant. Yes, sir. The only other comment I wanted to make 
about the question of having further construction on the interstate 
program and holding up the A-B-C program, would be that perhaps 
a review today of the need would indicate that to have a balanced 
program now you need to spend more money on A-—B-C roads, be- 
cause of the concentration of traffic in urban areas. What used to be 
suburban county areas are now just as urban as cities themselves. We 
could place more emphasis there then because that is where the need 
is greatest, and that is where most of the gasoline tax money comes 
from. 

Mr. Fation. But you see, Mr. Kahl, we have to deal with 437 men 
who have to get together and approve this legislation. The greatest 
percentage of these men do not have any Interstate System in their 
districts. The others have parts of the Interstate System which are 
incomplete, and they are very anxious to have the stretches that. are 
most vital completed as soon as possible. Therefore, we have to go 
to the floor of the House with a balanced program. In other words, 
we cannot throw one out of balance at the cost of another one, because 
we have two lines of thinking when we go over there. 

In order to get the legislation passed and signed by the President 
we have to come pretty close to balancing this program this year. 
When the 1961 studies are completed, we can go over this situation 
again. We may be able to put every dime back on the A—B-C and 
Interstate System, and we may be able to put every dollar back into 
the other systems. I hope so. However, for an interim period, | 
think we just have to try to keep a balance. 

Mr. Schwengel. I would like to observe if I may also, that I agree 
with you completely, but I want to point out also we not only have 
the 437 Members on our side but we have what we call on the other 
side 100 Members along with a lot of candidates for President on 
that side. 

Mr. Fanson. Are there any other questions? Mr. Kahl, on behalf 
of the committee let me thank you. 
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Mr. Kanu. Thank you. 

Mr. Fatton. The committee will stand in recess until 2 o'clock. 

(Whereupon, at 12 noon, the subcommittee recessed until 2 p.m. of 
the same day, Wednesday, March 2, 1960.) 


AFTERNOON SESSION 


Mr. Crark. We will get back to the Subcommittee on Roads to 
authorize appropriations for the fiscal years 1962 and 1963. I believe 
Mr. Greeley, is he here / 

If he is will he please step forward? And he has with him Mr. 
Florance and Mr. Clyde Sullivan. 

This is Mr. Arthur W. Greeley and Reynolds Florance and Clyde 
Sullivan. 

Mr. Greeley, for the record will you give your name and title? 


STATEMENT OF ARTHUR W. GREELEY, ASSISTANT CHIEF, FOREST 
SERVICE, DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE; ACCOMPANIED BY 
REYNOLDS FLORANCE, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF LEGISLATIVE 
REPORTING AND LIAISON, FOREST SERVICE; AND CLYDE SUL- 
LIVAN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF ENGINEERING IN 
CHARGE OF TRANSPORTATION SYSTEMS, FOREST SERVICE 


Mr. Greecry. I am Assistant Chief of the U.S. Forest Service. 

Mr. Chairman, I have a brief prepared statement which I would 
like to read if it is all right with you. 

Mr. Crark. Go ahead, 

Mr. Greetry. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I 
appreciate the opportunity to appear before you regarding H.R. 
10495, a bill to authorize appropriations for the fiscal years 1962 and 
1963 for the construction of certain highways in accordance with title 
23 of the United States Code, and for other purposes. 

As you know, this bill deals with two road systems that are of inter- 
est and concern to the Department of Agriculture. One is the forest 
highway system, the other is the system of forest development roads 
and trails. I would like, with your permission, to discuss road needs 
in the national forests in relation to the Department’s objectives for 
developing and obtaining the maximum practicable use of the resources 
of these forests on a continuing basis. 

As part of this statement, I also wish to call to the committee’s 
attention a minor amendment to title 23 which we suggest and believe 
is desirable to facilitate the work of the Department. 


NATIONAL FOREST RESOURCES 


The 151 national forests consist of about 181 million acres of Federal 
lands located in 39 States and in Puerto Rico. These lands comprise 
the most important watershed lands of the West, and the 20-odd-mil- 
lion acres situated in the eastern part of the country help to protect 
the headwaters of navigable streams. 

The national forests contain about 17 percent of the commercial 
forest lands of the continental United States and at present contain 
about 35 percent of the live sawtimber inventory. They also are 
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important for habitat for game, as a source of forage for livestock 
owned by nearly 20,000 ranchers, and for many thousand miles of 
fishing streams and acres of lakes and ponds. They are of rapidly 
increasing importance for outdoor recreational used by the millions of 
Americans who visit them annually. 

For fiscal year 1959, the cut of national-forest timber was 8.3 billion 
board feet valued at $115 million. Total income from all national 
forest activities came to $122 million. The number of recreation visits 
in calendar year 1959 was 81.5 million. Al] of these figures represent 
significant increases above the comparable figures of 5 years ago and 
we expect the upward trend to continue. 

Recreation visits are expected to rise to at least 130 million by 1969 
and 230 million by the year 1976. Our timber cut will have to go up 
to 21 billion board feet by the year 2000 if the national forests are to 
supply their share of the wood requirements the Nation is expected to 
experience by then. 

An adequate system of highways and access roads and trails is es- 
sential to proper management and beneficial use of national-forest 
lands and their resources. The presence or absence of transportation 
facilities has a direct and controlling influence on all phases of forest 
land management. 

This factor determines the volume of timber that can be marketed, 
the size, duration, and distribution of timber sales within working 
circles, and the level of salvage cuttings. It controls the effectiveness 
of measures for protecting the forests from fire, insects, and diseases. 
It sets the level of use made of the recreation, wildlife, and forage 
resources of the forests. 

The national-forest transportation system continues to be expanded 
each year. However, it is not now adequate to meet all present needs. 
Financial loss occurs to the Government every year through inability 
to market mature timber now inaccessible but in need of harvesting, 
and to promptly and completely salvage losses resulting from normal 
mortality and fire, storms, insects, and diseases. Highways and access 
roads for the national-forest system are investments which will pay 
their own way over a period of years. 

The transportation system which serves the national forests is a 
complex of highways and access roads and trails under various owner- 
ships and jurisdictions. For administrative purposes these facilities 
are grouped into a forest highway system and a forest development 
road and trail system. The forest highway system is administered by 
the Secretary of Commerce, the forest development road system by 
the Secretary of Agriculture. 

Forest highways are sections of State, county, and other important 
public roads in and adjacent to the national forests. These highways 
provide primary access to and outlet from the forest development 
road and trail system. They receive heavy use by the public for local 
and intrastate and interstate travel and by persons visiting and using 
the forests for recreation and other purposes. Most of the products 
of oe national forests move over these highways en route to mill or 
market. 

On January 1 the Secretary of Commerce submitted to the Congress 
a report of needs on forest highways and roads of forest highway 
character in response to section 3(b) of the Federal-Aid Highway 
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Act of 1958. According to this report the needs on the two groups 
of roads amount to about $4.9 billion to provide for estimated 1975 
traffic volumes. The mileage of roads listed in this report totaled 
53,284 and is classified in accordance with table shown in this statement. 


Designated | Roads of for- 
Class Description forest est highway 
highways character 
Miles Miles 
3 | Other State and county roads____-- 4, 472 14, 921 


Forest development roads and trials provide access to national for- 
est lands for the development, and use of the forests, including re- 
sources on which nearby communities are dependent. The Depart- 
ment’s estimates of road needs were set out in a report entitled “Pro- 

ram for the National Forests,” which was transmitted to the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives on March 24 of last year. This re- 
port states that there are 149,700 miles of access roads including both 
general purpose and timber access and 112,200 miles of trails in the 
forest development system and that when fully installed there would 
be 542,000 miles of access roads and that the trial network would be 
reduced to 80,000 miles. It would also be necessary to reconstruct 
about 112,600 miles of these existing access roads and 11,300 miles of 
the trials. 

Forest development road and trail system 


Short term, 
new con- 
struction, 
and recon- 
struction 


Existing Ultimate 


149, 700 90, 000 542, 000 
112, 200 8, 000 80, 600 


The goals for resource utilization in the short-term period of the 
national forest program which is stated as being 10 to 15 years, con- 
template an increase in timber harvesting to at least 11 billion board 
feet a year, a rise in recreation use to more than 130 million visits each 
year, efficient development and utilization of 68 million acres of range- 
land, and erosion control of 24,000 miles of channels and roads, and 
1.3 million acres of watershed lands. 

To attain these short-term goals it will be necessary to build, as 
art of this short-term program about 90,000 miles of access roads and 
000 miles of trails and to maintain all existing facilities in good, 
serviceable condition. The estimated cost of this road work at 1958 
prices is about $1.6 billion of which $1.3 billion is for construction and 
reconstruction and the remainder is for maintenance. 

It is estimated that about $600 million of the work will be done by 
purchasers of national forest timber with appropriate allowances in 


timber appraisals, and about $1 billion by the Government with Fed- 
eral funds, 
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In response to a specific request from a member of the Public Works 
Committee we furnish herewith the following information relative to 
the road and trail program projected costs for the fiscal years 1962-71, 
inclusive : 
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{In millions of dollars] 


Federal 
Total 
Fiscal year Purchaser} program 
Regular |10 percent} Total 
fund fund Federal 
40 14 54 48 102 
60 16 76 54 130 
7 18 88 58 146 
7 20 90 60 150 


The above figures are estimates of what it would take to do the job 
outlined in the national forest program. As stated in Secretary 
Benson’s letter transmitting that program: 

Appropriation requests to implement the program will be submitted to the 
Congress in future years in connection with budget presentations after due 
consideration of the overall fiscal needs and resources of the Federal 
Government. 

AMENDMENT TO TITLE 23 


As stated previously, there is a minor amendment to title 23 of the 
United States Code which we believe would be desirable. 

When title 23 was codified and reenacted by the act of August 27, 
1958, there was an apparently inadvertent omission. Prior to that 
act subsection (c) of section 23 provided in part that 

The Secretary of Agriculture may enter into contracts with any Territory, 
State, or civil subdivision thereof for the construction, reconstruction, or 
maintenance of any forest road or trail or part thereof. (Italic supplied.) 

Subsection (c) of section 23 was changed in substance when codi- 
fied and the authority of the Secretary to enter into contracts for 
maintenance was omitted from subsection (a) of section 205 of the 
reenacted title 23. 

This authority to contract with State and local governments was of 
useful value to the Government when working on the intermingled 
road jurisdictions that exist in the national forests. Because of this 
omission in the codified act we have not been able to arrange for 
maintenance work with a number of counties and also with the State 
of Alaska for work formerly done for us by the Bureau of Public 
Roads. 

To rectify this omission and restore a needed “housekeeping” 
authority, we recommend that section 4 of H.R. 10495, entitled 
“Amendments to Title 23,” be amended. 

On page 3 following line 25 add the following subsection : 


(c) The second sentence of subsection (a) of section 205 of title 23, United 
States Code, is amended by striking out “construction.” 


Mr. Chairman, that concludes my statement. 
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Mr. Cuark. Thank you very much, Mr. Greeley. 

Any questions on the right f 

Mr. Buarntk. First of all, Mr. Greeley, it is a pleasure to have 
you before the committee. I know of your fine work throughout the 
regional forests, throughout our areas. 

Do you say you are the son of the previous Mr. Greeley, Chief of 
the Forest Service ? 

Mr. Greevey. Yes, sir; that is correct. My father was William B. 
Greeley, Chief of the Forest Service from 1920 to 1926, 

Mr. Biarnik. What is your title, Mr. Greeley ? 

Mr. Greetey. I am one of the assistant chiefs of the Forest Serv- 
ice, Mr. Blatnik. 

Mr. Buarnik. We are, of course, very interested in this matter, as 
are all the Northwest and Far West—we have Lake Superior Na- 
tional Forest area in our State of Minnesota; quite a large area. 

Mr. Greeley, on page 6, you have the planned Federal and timber 
purchase road expenditures, and you give your projected cost for the 
road and trail program of fiscal year 1962 to 1971. 

Do you have any breakdown on the construction and maintenance 
on that ? 

Mr. Greetry. Yes, sir, I do. These figures are as to the Federal 
portion of the amounts shown in the table on page 6 of the statement 
and they show—I can read these—for fiscal year 1962, out of the total 
Federal expenditure of $54 million, $15 million would be for main- 
tenance. 

Then for 1963, $15 million. 

For 1964 it would be $16 million. For 1965, $16 million; for 1966, 
$17 million; for 1967, $18 million; and also for 1968, $18 million; for 
1969, $19 million; for 1970, $19 million; and for 1971, $20 million. 
These figures include estimates for bridge replacement as part of the 
total need for system upkeep. 

Mr. Biarntk. That is around 10 or 12 percent ? 

Mr. Greevry. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Biatnix. What disturbs me is that we have been cutting more 
and more of our authorizations and appropriations over these last 
few years, Mr. Greeley, and I would like to ask you a few questions 
along that line. 

I have a little summary of the amounts of money authorized since 
the 1954 act, authorized for 1956, and 1957, and then in the 1956 act 
authorized for 1958 and 1959, and in the 1958 act and now 1960 act 
authorizing for fiscal years 1962 and 1963. 

I have a total of the amount authorized for the fiscal years 1956 up 
to the present, which totals $93 million, but the amount actually ap- 
propriated by the Congress totals $157 million. 

Am I correct on that? 

Mr. Greevey. I will check your figures as to the amounts appropri- 
ated by the Congress for the 6 years that you just listed. The figures . 
that I have totaled with the figure that you just gave. The authoriza- 
tions requested for the first two highway acts, 1954 and 1956, were 
$22.5 million for each of the years under 1954 act, and $24 million for 
each of the 2 years under the 1956 act. 

To answer your specific question, the figure of $157 million is the. 
total of the amount rated by Congress, for those 6 years—— 
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Mr. Buarnix. That is the amount granted by Congress. 

ib was requested by the Bureau of the Budget or by the Depart- 
men 

Mr. Greevzny. Are you referring to the appropriation request, Mr. 
Blatnik, the appropriation request for those 6 years ? 

Mr. Buarnix. The a request: 

Mr. Greevey. Mr. Blatnik, I am afraid I will have to ask if I can 
furnish that for the record. I don’t have that here. 

(The information follows :) 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Forest SERVICE, 
Washington, D.C., March 11, 1960. | 
Hon. Greorcre H. Fayon, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, 
Public Works Committee, 
House of Representatives. 


DrEAR CONGRESSMAN F'ALLON: In response to the request of Congressman Blatnik 
at the hearing on March 2, H.R. 10495, there is attached a tabulation of the 
authorizations and appropriations for forest development roads and trails re- | 
quested by the administration and approved by the Congress for the fiscal years 
1956 to 1961, inclusive. 

Sincerely yours, 
Epwarp C. Crarts, Assistant Chief. 


Authorizations and appropriations for forest development roads and trails 
requested by the administration and approved by the Congress 


[Millions of dollars] 
Authorizations Appropriations § 
Fiscal year 
Requested Approved Requested Approved 
22.5 24 24.0 24.0 
1957 22.5 24 24.0 24 0 
4 None 30 24.0 628.0 


1 Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1954 (68 Stat. 72). 

2 Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956 (70 Stat. 372). 

3 Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958 (72 Stat. 91, 92). 

4 Administration recommended that forest development road and trail program be financed through usual 
appropriation process. 

From 1958 through 1961 the approved appropriation permitted obligation of the full authorization for 
those years. At the end of 1961 it is estimated that the normal lag in cash requirements to liquidate obli- 
gations incurred will be $10,664,000. } 

6 Includes $2,000,000 from Supplemental Appropriation Act, 1960. 
7 $30,000,000 approved by the House in H.R. 10401. 


Mr. BiatniK. I am confused on the sort of mixed character of these 
funds. My impression is, though, that the total amount of Federal 
funds are going down; is that correct ? 

Mr. Greetry. Well, Mr. Blatnik, I do not think so. The total 
amounts of expenditures by the Federal Government have been in- 
creasing. I have here a table that shows the appropriations starting 
in 1950, a list of appropriations or obligating authority, but obligating 
authority applies only to the last 2 years. Starting in 1950, when the 
appropriation was $10,348,000, there was an increase in each of the 
succeeding years up to 1958, when it increased from that $10 million 
figure in 1950 to $36 million in 1958. 
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Then there was a dropoff in 1959 to $22.8 million, and the estimate 
for 1960 and 1961, including our obligational authority, is $30 million. 

Mr. BuatniK. The roads built by those purchasers have continued 
to increase up from $23 million in 1956 up to about, I have an esti- 
mate of $45 million for 1960, almost double ¢ 

Mr. Greetey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Biarnix. Relying more and more here on roads built by tim- 
ber purchases, in which you give a reasonable reduction in the timber 
sale for having the firm, whoever the logger is, build the road him- 

self, is that right ? 
| Mr. Greexey. Sir, that is handled as a calculation, as a regular step 
| in the determination of stumpage appraisal for each sale of timber 
| where there is a requirement for building the road. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Will the gentleman yield at this point ? 

Mr. Yes, sir. 

| _, ScHwENGEL. When those roads are built, they become public 
roads? 

| Mr. Greetey. Yes, Mr. Schwengel. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Is it your experience that they are used very much 
after that time, are they built according to a plan that suits the pub- 
lic interest more or does it suit the private interest ¢ 

Mr. Greetey. The roads are built on locations which are on a 
planned location, which will serve other resources. The standards 
which we can require, the standard of road which we can require a 
timber purchaser to build must be consistent with that which is re- 
quired for the removal of the timber. 

Now in a great many cases in the last half dozen years, we have 
put additional appropriated money into a road which was built by a 
timber purchaser to provide standards over and above that required 
to remove the timber in order to make the road of a standard suit- 
able for other uses by other people. 

Mr. Scuwencer. When these interests come in to build the roads, 
are they all-weather roads or do you have different standards applied 
in building these roads? 

Mr. Greetry. There is great variation in different parts of the 
country. Some are all-weather roads with gravel surface. Others 
may be just dirt roads. 

Mr. Scuwencet. Dependent on the estimated use ? 

Mr. Greevry. That is right; the standard used depends upon a 
great variety of circumstances including the kind of country and the 
| elevation and what character of road is necessary to remove the 
timber, and how much timber will come out over that particular facil- 
ity, and so on, 

Mr. Scuwencen. You must have rules and regulations to go by in 
pettntnting the cost for the type and standard road to be built, do 
you 

Mr. Greretry. Yes, we have guides that our regional people use in 
estimating costs. And we have in a good many cases roads which 
are laid out, designed, and the construction supervised by our own 
engineers, 

r. Scuwencer. I would like to have a copy of those rules and 
regulations, if I may. 

Mr. Greetey. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Scuwenaew. Not now, but later. 

Mr. Greetry. Yes. We will supply you with what we have, sir. 

Mr. Baupwrin. Mr. Greeley, we had a discusison when the repre- 
sentatives of the National Park Service were here about whether or 
not road funds were being used for recreational facilities. 

Could I ask you whether in case of the Forest Service, the recrea- 
tional facilities are ever built with road funds? 

Mr. Greevey. Mr. Baldwin, we build roads into recreational areas 
with road funds. A campground, for instance, must be served by a 
road and there must be parking areas and _ parking stubs in the indi- 

vidual camping spots and those roads are built with road funds. 

But the other improvements that are constructed in the recreation 
area are not built with road funds. 

Mr. Batpwtn. In other words, you haven’t been building any 
houses in which the rangers might live or the Forest Service men 

live? 

Mr. Greetry. I understood your question to be directed to recrea- 
tion facilities. On the matter of houses, we do finance some struc- 
tures with part of the road funds. When that happens, it is based 

-upon the principle of charging the benefiting appropriation with an 
appropriate share of the cost of constructing a house or another struc- 
ture. Now a shed or a facility used for storing road equipment, for 
instance, would be financed probably entirely from road funds. 

A ranger residence, residence for a ranger, would be financed on a 
rather carefully calculated determination of what are all the activi- 
ties that will benefit from the existence of that residence. A major 
part of it would be financed out of our regular protection and man- 
agement funds, probably a portion might be financed out of road 
funds, depending on the circumstances and depending upon the cal- 
culation of the individual set of circumstaces to determine the bene- 
fiting appropriations. 

Mr. Batpwrtn. I have two other questions. The first, the amount 
in this bill that we have under consideration for forest highways is 
$33 million in 1962 and $33 million for 1963. As I understand, this 

would be the same authorization as we had authorized for 1960 and 
1961. I do not see any comments specifically in your testimony as to 
whether you feel this $33 million each year for forest highways is 
adequate or not. 

Would yon care to comment on these figures yourself for forest 

r. Greety. Mr. Baldwin, concerning the $33 million for forest 
highways, that item constitutes a provision for the road system which 
is administered by the Department of Commerce. 

Now, I should defer, I think, to the Department of Commerce for 
comment on the point that you have made since the Secretary of Com- 
merce administers the forest highway system. However, in doing so, 
I also want to point out that the Department of Agriculture is ~ 
greatly interested in the forest highway system because these roa 
which are financed out of the forest highway funds serve national for- 
est areas and they are, as I tried to point out in my statement, the 
transportation artery over which we bring out our products for trans- 
portation on to the main centers where they are used. 
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Now with regard to this $33 million authorization which is set forth 
in section 2, part 2 of H.R. 10495, the Department of Agriculture, 
rimarily for insufficiency of time, has not arrived at a position on 
either that figure or the figure that is in the following section for the 
forest development roads. 

Mr. Batpwin. I would like to follow up next on the forest develop- 
ment roads. Your testimony shows on page 6 that from fiscal year 
1962 you would require, under the regular funds, $40 million for for- 
est development roads and trails; for 1963, $50 million. 

Does this mean that you are making a recommendation of those 
sums in lieu of the $30 million per year that is provided in this bill 

on page 2, subsection 30 ¢ 

| r. GREELEY. Congressman Baldwin, I think I should answer your 
request this way. If the Congress should elect to provide the funds 
for roads which are required in accordance with our determinations of 
the various segments involved in this national forest program, which 
was submitted last year, the amounts indicated in the table on page 6 
are the amounts that would be required. But, as I sit here before you 
now, I cannot state a Department of Agriculture position on the 
amount of money to go into this. 

Mr. Batpwin. Thank you. 

Now, this 10 percent fund that is in the same table, just for clarifica- 
tion, from what source does that come ? 

Mr. Greetey. There was an act passed in 1913, which authorized 
the setting aside of 10 percent of the receipts from national forests to 
go into a special fund for roads and trails to be expended within the 
national forests within the States from which the receipts were de- 
rived. Basically, that is what this 10 percent fund is. 

Mr. Batpwin. So that occurs automatically under that enabling 
legislation and this committee doesn’t have anything to do actually 
with that. 

Mr. Greecey. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bavpwin. Thank you. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, may I ask some questions? 

Mr. Ciark. Go ahead. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Greeley, I was well nonnesninn over a very long 

— of years with your very distinguished father, the late Col. W. B. 

reeley. 

Mr. a Thank you. 

Mr. Mack. He served as Chief Forester of the United States and 
later resided in the Pacific Northwest. On many occasions I made 
trips with him, talked with him, and heard him speak at meetings. 
It is the consensus of opinion, both of the leaders in the industry and 
the leaders of the unions in the industry, that your father was the 
best informed man on forestry problems that the United States has 
had in the last 50 years. I am certainly glad to see you following in 
his footsteps. I hope the time will come when you, too, will be the 
| Chief Forester of the United States, the position which he once 

occupied. 

Of the 150 Federal forests in the United States, two are in my dis- 

ict, both of large size, Gifford Pinchot and the Olympic National 
orests. 
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I have visited those forests frequently and know something about 
the problems that confront the forester. Now as to the first item 
of $33 million, which is being asked in this legislation for forest 
highways, the primary purpose of these roads is to transport people 
and vehicles from population centers. 

The principal and primary purpose is not to get out the timber 
but these roads do serve in getting out the timber and fighting forest 
fires. Forest highways are essentially A-B-C roads of the State, 
the same as all the other roads in the State of these categories. I 
am very much interested in the next item, $30 million item, for the 
building of roads and trails and access roads. In the building of the 
access roads, the operators themselves, who buy the timber, do spend 
a considerable sum of money in building access roads, do they not, to 
bring out timber? 

Mr. Greexry. Yes, sir; they do. 

Mr. Mack. They spend more than the Federal Government? 

Mr. Greeey. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mack. In each case, when they bid on timber, they subtract 
from the price they pay the cost of building the road so the timber 
in fact pays for the road, not the operator ? 

Mr. Greetry. That is right, Mr. Mack. 

Mr. Mack. In many other instances, you could not make sales to 
small operators unless the Government did build the roads. Unless 
the Federal Government did build access roads into big stands of 
timber, the small operator could not afford to build them. 

Mr. Greeiry. There are many cases where a main-stem road is 
necessary in order to open up a tract of Federal timber. A small 
operator just is not situated financially to build such main-stem roads 
in addition to building the roads that would be needed to develop 
his own particular timber sale in the area. 

Mr. Mack. For example, you have 10-square mile areas of timber 
and try to build a road all the way through to open it up and then 
the small bidders go in and take out a few trees, a few acres, 40 
acres, and they build the stub roads, which do not cost as much as 
the large roads, and thereby get out the timber. 

You increase the competition bidding for timber and thereby these 
roads in fact pay for themselves in the long run, do they not? 

Mr. Greevey. Yes; we feel they do, sir. 

Mr. Mack. I would like to call the attention of the committee to 
the situation in the Gifford Pinchot Forest, which is a very large 
forest in my district. Last year the Forest Service sold, according 
to a report which your Department sent to me a few days ago, 553 
million feet of timber, almost half a billion feet, and the sales 
amounted to $13 million. 

The cost to the Federal Government of operating that forest for 
the year was $811,344, and, in addition to that, the Government in- 
vested $852,200 in building and maintaining access roads and for 
other capital investments. 

In other words, the Federal Government expended, in the Gifford 
Pinchot Forest last year, something like $1,663,000 and it sold $13 
million of timber, from which the Federal Government derived bene- 
fits. The Forest Service is the only department of the Government, 
Mr. Chairman, along with the Internal Revenue Service, that pays 
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its own way and produces a profit for the Federal Government. 
These are the only two departments I have been able to find that 
make money for the Government. 

I have visited Gifford Pinchot Forest. Your district forester 
showed me a great number of trees, which if you look at the tops, you 
know they are rotting and being destroyed. The bugs go through the 
bark, dig a trench around the outer rim of the wood which shuts off, 
I am told, the flow of the sap and the tree dies. 

If you don’t get those trees out within a few years, the tree is en- 
tirely lost, isit not? Destroyed by bugs? 

Mr. Greetey. With some species of trees, that is true. 

Mr. Mack. You had considerable timber loss due to bug infestation 
in Gifford Pinchot? 

Mr. Greetey. In some of the true firs, that is true. 

Mr. Mack. The Government builds access roads so small loggers 
can go in and bid, in some cases, on only 5 or 6 trees; in some cases 
90, 100 trees, and in some cases several acres, 40 acres of timber, and 
you get. out those diseased trees before the infection spreads and 
creates an epidemic among healthy trees. 

Mr. Greevey. That is precisely it. You have described in an ex- 
cellent manner just what we aim to do there. 

Mr. Mack. Looking at this report on Gifford Pinchot, I note last 
year, Gifford Pinchot Forest made 197 sales of timber, and all but 14 
of those sales were made to small loggers who cut less than 50 million 
feet. 

Now, 50 million feet would call for about $270,000 worth of timber 
to be logged over 3 years. These are not very big operations. So 
all but 14 of 197 sales were made to the small operators. In my opin- 
ion, a good many of those sales, and in your opinion, could not have 
been made unless it was for these timber access roads ? 

Mr. Greecey. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Mack. As I understand, this $30 million is the same amount 
that. was authorized in the previous bill ? 

Mr. Greetey. That is correct. 

Mr. Mack. About 6 million less than the Appropriations Committee 
provided, is that it ? 

Mr. Greetey. The Appropriations Committee provided—— 

Mr. Mack. $8 million less, $22 million ? 

Mr. Greetey. Depending on which fiscal year we are talking about. 
For fiscal 1960, the current year, the Appropriations Committee pro- 
vided $28 million. 

Mr. Mack. $2 million short of authorization. 

Mr. Greevry. For this year. Now, for the next year, fiscal 1961, 
Eagnthorisniren is $30 million and the budget request was for $30 
million. 

Mr. Mack. Do you think the $30 million proposed in this bill is 
adequate to do the job that should be done, or do you think more 
money could be spent and the Government be repaid from the in- 
creased sale of timber ? 

Mr. Greetey. We do feel that this national forest program, which 
was submitted a year ago, represents a balanced effort to move for- 
ward in all phases of national forest, development, and we do feel 
that there is rather considerable reason to feel that the figures pre- 
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sented here in this table could be orsemer tf used in national forest 

management, but I would have to say, and I have to again point out, 

I appear here wtihout the benefit of a specific position by the Depart- 

—_ and I cannot testify specifically to that figure, Congressman 
ack. 

Mr. Mack. One of the interesting set of figures I saw the other 
day, related to forest products manufactured in the State of Wash- 
ington, and I was rather amazed to see that the No. 1 forest product 
industry in the State of Washington now is the making of pulp 
paper, and paperboard, which is producing more than 50 percent of 
the entire output of the forest products industry in Washington 
State. Lumber production has dwindled. I think $440 million of 
paper and pulp products which were sold in 1958, and the lumber 
sales were only $267 million. 

Thank you Mr. Greeley. 

Mr. Biatnix. Mr. Chairman ? 

Mr. Crark. Mr. Blatnik. 

Mr. Buatnrx. May I follow up the very fine statement made by 
the gentleman from Washingt: who really knows this problem. 

I favs had the pleasure of seeing a little it of his forest area, and 
also in California and Oregon, and I am still not clear on this table 
on 6, the $40 million and $50 million listed for fiscal years 1962 and 
1963, that is what, for Federal authorization, congressional authoriza- 
tion, or are you requesting it or are you recommending it? 

Mr. Greevry. Con man Blatnik, that is the amount which 
would be required to do the job visualized in this national forest pro- 
gram. I am without any authority to commit the Department, that 
these or any other figures are the figures that are being requested. 

Mr. Buatntx. I understand. I asked that because other colleagues 
of ours raised the same question, one is Congressman Metcalf, and 
Mrs, Pfost, a member of this committee, and others from the North- 
west, and in Mr. Metcalf’s bill, H.R. 7919, he provides $40 million 
for 1962 and $50 million for 1963, and so that corresponds with the 
ate stated which would be required, figuring comprehensive over- 

ro. 


al 
c ck. Does that $50 million relate just to forest roads and 
trails? 

Mr. Biarnix. Just to forest roads and trails, yes, sir. 

Have you officially had an opportunity, or unoflicially, to go over 
H.R. 7919? I will not go into other detailed questions at this time. 

Mr. Greeey. I will ask Mr. Florance to answer that. 

Mr. Frorance. Mr. Blatnik, the Department in response to a re- 
quest from the Senate Public Works Committee, submitted to that 
committee a report on a companion Senate bill. It did so as requested 
by the committee without the benefit of advice of the Bureau of 
Budget on the submission of the report. We have not submitted a 
report on H.R. 7919. 

t have with me copies of the report that were submitted to the Sen- 
ate committee, which I will be happy to hand to the counsel. 


Mr. Buarntx. I would like to have it. 
Would you be prepared to say, Mr. Florance, whether or not the 
general guidelines, the more specific authority in provisions of H.R. 


79 
th 
ot] 
the 
rec 
me 
lin 
| sul 
sor 
J 
791 
hel 
De 
ger 
] 
] 
ria 

on. 
| 
7 
( 
Hon 
Cha 
US. 
D 
appr 
| Hig! 
road 
for « 
enac 

8. 
1 
| 
] 


FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT OF 1960 103 


7919 would be of assistance or should T say would be consistent with 
the overall program that you are trying to develop in the service? 

Mr. Frorance. I might mention, Mr. Blatnik, that bill, in addition 
to containing a provision for the biennial authorizations, also contains 
other provisions relating to the development and administration of 
the road system for the national forests. 

The Department in reporting on the companion Senate bill, did not 
recommend that that bill be enacted but instead submitted and recom- 
mended to the committee a substitute bill. 

Now, basically, the provisions in H.R. 7919 would establish guide- 
lines that would be quite helpful. The bill which the Department 
submitted to the Senate was a more comprehensive bill and included 
some additional features. 

And I have also here, a comparison of the various sections of H.R. 
7919 and the Department’s proposed substitute bill, which might be 
helpful to the committee in examining these. 

ow there are two provisions in particular in H.R. 7919, which the 
Department feels would be objectionable, but otherwise, the provisions 
generally would establish helpful guidelines. 

Mr. Buatnix. That is sufficient. 

I appreciate your helpful statement. If we may have that mate- 
rial too, to read in advance for tomorrow and hear specific testimony 
on H.R. 7919, I am sure reference will be made to Department 
recommendations. 


Thank you very much, Mr. Florance and thank you, Mr. Greeley. 
(The documents are as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 
Washington, D.C., February 24, 1960. 
Hon. DENNIS CHAVEZ, 


Chairman, Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate 


Deak SENATOR CHAVEZ: This is in response to your letter of February 2, 
1960, making a further request for our report on S,. 2240, a bill to authorize the 
appropriation of funds for carrying out the provisions of section 23 of the Federal 
Highway Act, to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to construct timber access 
roads, to permit maximum economy in harvesting national forest timber, and 
for other purposes. 

The Department favors the overall objectives of S. 2240 but recommends the 
enactment of the substitute draft bill transmitted herewith. 

8. 2240 would— 

(1) Authorize appropriations under the Federal Highway Act for forest 
development roads and trails, including timber access roads, of $40 million 
for fiscal year 1962 and $50 million for fiscal year 1963. 

(2) Authorize the Secretary of Agriculture to provide for the construc- 
tion of timber access roads of maximum economy in harvesting national- 
forest timber either (a) directly with appropriated funds, in which case 
roads shall be designed to meet the requirements for all national-forest 
resources; (b) where desirable, by requirements of timber purchasers, with 
reasonable allowance therefor in determining the fair market value of the 
timber; or (c) where desirable, by cooperation with public or private 
agencies. 

(3) Provide that roads estimated to cost in excess of $5,000 per mile and 
bridges estimated to cost in excess of $5,000 shall be required of timber 
purchasers only if there has been presented to Congress an appropriation 
request for the full authorization and the amount appropriated is not sub- 
sequently withheld from obligational authority, or if the full amount of 
contract authority is not withheld from obligational authority. 

(4) Authorize advisory public hearings with respect to proposed con- 
struction of timber access roads. 
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(5) Authorize the Secretary to cooperate with owners or haulers of other 
timber in the construction and maintenance of timber access roads, with 
authority to use any funds deposited by the cooperator. 

(6) With certain exceptions, require payment of an equitable construction 
amortization fee and deposit of a pro rata share of maintenance costs for 
hauling products from nonfederally owned lands over access roads. 

(7) Authorize pooling of deposits for similar types of work and use of 
cost estimates. 

(8) Authorize exchange of hauling rights or rights-of-way, with provision 
that, where mutual needs exist, the Secretary may condition the granting 
or any right-of-way or permission to cross national forest or other lands 
under the jurisdiction of the Department upon the granting to the United 
States of reciprocal rights. 

(9) Define “timber access roads” as “roads and bridges primarily for 
use in utilizing timber from national forests but which may be available 
for utilizing other timber or for other purposes.” 

(10) Repeal section 501 of title 16 of the United States Code, which au- 
thorizes the Secretary to use 10 percent of national forest receipts for 
roads and trails within the national forests. 

The more comprehensive substitute draft bill transmitted herewith and which 
this Department recommends be enacted would— 

(1) Set forth findings and declarations of the Congress that the existence 
of an adequate road and trail system within and near the national forests 
and other lands administered by the Forest Service is essential to provide 
for intensive use, protection, and management of such lands under principles 
of multiple use and sustained yield of products and services. 

(2) Authorize appropriations under the Federal Highway Act for forest 
development roads and trails, including timber access roads, of such sums 
as the Congress from time to time deems appropriate. 

(3) Authorize the Secretary to provide for the construction and main- 
tenance of forest development roads of maximum economy in harvesting 
timber and at the same time meet the needs for other protection, manage- 
ment, and utilization purposes either (a) directly with appropriated funds; 
(b) through requirements in timber sale contracts with reasonable allowance 
therefor in timber appraisals; (c) by cooperation with public or private 
agencies and persons; or (d) by a combination of these. 

(4) Authorize the Secretary to require persons hauling products from 
nonfederally owned land over designated roads under the jurisdiction of the 
Forest Service to pay a road-use fee and deposit funds to cover estimated 
maintenance costs. 

(5) Authorize the Secretary to require purchasers of national forest tim- 
ber and other products from national forest lands to deposit funds to cover 
(a) the cost of road maintenance made necessary by their use; and (b) the 
cost of road construction required of the purchaser. 

(6) Authorize the pooling of deposits under (4) and (5) above and the 
use of estimates to determine the cost of performing the work with such 
deposits. 

(7) To facilitate the application of requirements for construction of 
roads by timber purchasers, authorize the Secretary to provide in timber 
sale contracts for amortization of road costs according to actual volumes 
and road construction values. 

The Secretary of Agriculture presented to the Congress on March 24, 1959, 
the “Program for the National Forests” designed to enable the national forest 
system to contribute its fair share to the national well-being by the end of the 
century. The 151 national forests occur in 39 States and Puerto Rico. There 
are 161 million acres of national forest land. In addition to the national forests, 
the Forest Service administers some 56 land-utilization projects totaling 4% 
million acres in 24 States and Puerto Rico. 

An essential part of the program for the national forests is the development 
and maintenance of an adequate road and trail system. The recommended 
substitute bill deals with that portion of the national forest transportation 
system comprised of forest development roads and trails. As of June 30, 1958, 
there were 149,700 miles of forest development roads and 112,200 miles of trails. 
When fully installed there will be about 542,000 miles of access roads and the 
trail network will be reduced to about 80,000 miles. 

The development and maintenance of the needed road and trail system is not 
only essential to meet the rapidly increasing demands for other national-forests 
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resources but also to enable the national forests to provide their proper propor- 
tion of the Nation’s future timber needs. The national forests must be s0 
developed and managed that their sustained yield cut by the year 2000 will 
be more than three times the cut in 1958. Such a road and trail system will 
enhance the value of national-forest timber and substantially increase the rev- 
enue of the Government from the sale of such timber. 

At the present time, forest development road and trail construction and 
maintenance is carried out with funds appropriated to the Forest Service under 
section 205 (formerly section 23) of title 23 of the United States Code as 
implemented by authorizations included in the biennial Federal Highway Acts, 
with the 10 percent of national-forest receipts made available by section 501 
of title 16 of the United States Code, and by purchasers of national forest timber 
with appropriate allowance therefor in timber appraisals. 

We believe that sound financing of the construction and maintenance of the 
system of roads and trails needed for the development and management of the 
national forests and other Forest Service lands under principles of multiple use 
and to produce a maximum sustained yield of products and services will be 
furthered by continuing this combination of sources. 

The recommended bill would provide authorizations for appropriations under 
the Federal Highway Act through fiscal year 1971. 

It would leave intact the present desirable provision of law under which 10 
percent of national-forest receipts are available for roads and trails. We 
would strongly object to the repeal of this provision. 

Purchaser construction would be continued and authority for it would be 
strengthened. 

All these authorities are needed. Fully implemented, they would provide 
funds which, with purchaser construction and maintenance, would constitute 
the level required to proceed with the road and trail portion of the program 
for the national forests. 

We have had under consideration other possible financing provisions, but 
have not yet developed them sufficiently to make a recommendation at this 
time. 

Enactment of the draft of substitute bill would be a major step toward 
enabling the Department to carry out its policy of undertaking, to the extent 
feasible without requirements of timber purchasers, the construction of main- 
haul roads in order to encourage better distribution of timber offerings to op- 
erators having different financial and operating capacities. 

At the same time that the Department is endeavoring to construct and main- 
tain an adequate system of roads and trails, it recognizes the need and will 
undertake, pursuant to existing authority, to develop and encourage the use 
of timber harvesting techniques that reduce the need for timber harvesting 
roads. 

Under present authority, the standard of road construction which may be 
required of timber purchasers cannot exceed that which is prudent for the 
particular sale. The draft of substitute bill would authorize inclusion in 
timber sale contracts of requirements that such purchaser-constructed roads 
be to a standard which will permit maximum economy in harvesting tribu- 
tary timber and at the same time meet the requirements for protection, de- 
velopment, and management of the national forests and other lands of the 
Forest Service and for the utilization of the other resources thereof. Where 
the standard of road is limited to that which is prudent for the particular 
sale, maximum economy does not follow. The authority to require a higher 
standard of road would save the extra cost of constructing such roads in 
stages and would reduce overall capital requirements. 

The provisions to permit requirements for the payment of road-use fees and 
road maintenance deposits for hauling non-Federal products over roads under 
the jurisdiction of the Forest Service would provide authority to require an 
equitable return to the Government from benefiting properties and persons for 
the use of such roads and to require proportionate sharing of road maintenance 
costs. 

Purchasers of timber or other products from Forest Service lands under 
permit from, or contract with, the Secretary may be required by the terms of 
their permits or contracts to construct roads needed in connection with the 
sales and to maintain, as necessitated by their use, Forest Service roads used 
in their operations. Existing authority permits the Forest Service to perform 
the work for the purchaser through deposits made by the purchaser if he so 
desires. The Secretary cannot, however, require the purchaser to make such 
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deposits. The recommended draft bill would provide such authority. re 
amounts of required road maintenance deposits could not exceed the allowances 
for road maintenance in the appraisal upon which the sale of the timber or 
other products is based. The need for such authority arises from situations 
where a common road may need to be constructed in connection with several 
sales or where an existing, but inadequate, road needs to be reconstructed or 
widened. It also arises where several purchasers are hauling over a common 
road. It would be the intent to use this authority primarily in such instances 
of common use. The incidence of such usages in common is increasing and the 
the authority is needed to assure proper and timely construction and main- 
tenance, full capacity hauling, and proportionate maintenance requirements 
for the competing purchasers of national-forest timber. 

The authority to pool deposits and use estimates of cost on intermingled 
work for which road construction and maintenance deposits are received 
would simplify administration and record keeping. 

Timber cruises and engineering estimates cannot always produce accurate 
timber volume and road construction cost data. Section 7 of the recommended 
draft bill would enable the Secretary to advertise and sell timber under pro- 
visions that would protect both the Government and the timber purchaser 
against loss in the event of overrun or underrun in timber volume or over- 
estimate or underestimate of road constructions costs. Such provisions in 
timber sale contracts would permit true amortization of construction values 
of roads constructed by timber purchasers or for which deposits are required 
to be made. 

The Department favors the overall objective of providing for the construc- 
tion of an adequate road and trail system for the national forests and other 
lands administered by the Forest Service. We believe that the substitute bill 
we are submitting will do this more comprehensively than would S. 2240. 

The recommended substitute bill does not contain provisions for the exchange 
of hauling rights and right-of-way such as contained in section 2(f) of S. 2240 
since they relate more closely to the matter of easements and comparable 
provisions are contained in the draft bill transmitted by this Department to 
the President of the Senate on April 20, 1959, and introduced as S. 1797. If 
your committee would prefer to include such provisions in this bill, we would 
have no objection, However, if they are to be included, we believe after 
further consideration that there should be added a provision with respect to 
the determination of any differences in values and for the payment thereof. 
This could be done by inserting the following in the language of section 2(f) 
of S. 2240 after the period in line 4 on page 6: 

“In any case where there is disagreement between the applicant and the 
Secretary as to the values of the rights involved, the applicant may petition 
the United States District Court for the district in which all or any part of the 
affected right-of-way or road is located to determine such values. Jurisdiction 
is hereby conferred upon such court to make such determination without jury. 
Whenever the value of the rights to be granted to the United States is greater 
than those to be granted to the applicant, arrangements which the Secretary 
may make for the payment of such difference shall be as follows: (a) that 
portion which the Secretary determines to be attributable to purposes other 
than timber hauling shall be paid out of appropriated funds; (b) that portion 
which the Secretary determines to be attributable to timber hauling together 
with interest on the unpaid balance at the rate of five percent per annum shall 
be paid by purchasers of timber from the national forests or other lands ad- 
ministered by the Secretary as a part of their operating costs and for which 
allowances shall be made in the timber appraisals; and (c) the balance, if 
any, of the portion attributable to timber hauling not liquidated by timber 
purchasers within not to exceed 15 years unless a longer period is agreed upon 
shall be paid out of appropriated funds available for expenditure at that 
time: Provided, That the total amount of the difference may be paid out of 
appropriated funds at the time the rights are granted if such immediate pay- 
ment is mutually agreed upon by the applicant and the Secretary.” 

The section 2(f) as thus amended could then be added to the draft substitute 
bill as section 8. The present section 8 of the substitute bill would be renum- 
bered section 9. 

The authority to require reciprocity in situations where mutual needs exist 
is desirable and equitable. In many instances, the hauling rights or rights-of- 
way across the applicant’s land might be of considerably greater value than 
those which the applicant would seek across the national forest or other land 
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under the jurisdiction of this Department. Under the present language of section 
2(f) of S. 2240, the determination of the extent of rights to be required across 
the applicant’s land and the values involved would be by the Secretary of Agri- 
culture. We believe it would be proper for an applicant who is dissatisfied with 
the determinations of value made by the Secretary to have the questions of value 
considered and determined by the U.S. district court. The reciprocity provisions 
are dependent upon an application for an easement or permission to cross 
national forest or other land administered by this Department. The applicant 
would also take the initiative in bringing the question of value before the court. 
Under the suggested addition, the court would deal only with the question of 
value. The Department would make the determination of need and the extent 
of rights required. 

The proceeding by the court would not be a taking or condemnation of the 
rights across the applicant’s land but would be a final determination of the 
values involved. Upon such determination, the applicant would not be required 
to pursue his application for a right-of-way or permission to cross the national 
forest or other lands under the jurisdiction of this Department and could with- 
draw such application if he so desires. In like manner, the Secretary would 
not be required to insist upon the rights across the applicant’s land and pay 
the difference, but could elect to waive the requirement for reciprocity. 

The suggested addition would also provide the manner in which the difference 
in value would be paid for the hauling rights or rights-of-way across the appli- 
cant’s land. The portion of the difference is in value which the Secretary deter- 
mines to be attributable to timber hauling would generally be paid by the pur- 
chasers of timber from the national forest or other lands administered by the 
Department as a part of their operating costs. The nontimber portion would be 
paid out of appropriated funds at the time the rights are obtained. 

The Department strongly objects to section 4 of S. 2240 which would repeal 
the authority to use 10 percent of national forest receipts for roads and trails. 
Continued availability of these funds is considered an essential part of the total 
road program. 

We likewise object to the limiting proviso in section 2(a) as to purchaser con- 
struction of roads estimated to cost in excess of $5,000 per mile and bridges 
estimated to cost in excess of $5,000. Budgetary requirements for Forest 
Service roads and trails must be considered in the light of the overall budgetary 
situation. The use of desirable authority for needed road construction should 
not be limited in such a way as to make it unavailable at a time when it may 
be urgently needed in order that timber operations may continue without 
interruption. 

In view of your request for our comments immediately, we have not obtained 
the advice of the Bureau of the Budget as to the submission of this report. 

Sincerely yours, 
TRUE D. Morse, Acting Secretary. 


A BILL To authorize the appropriation of funds for carrying out the provisions of section 
205 of title 23 of the United States Code, to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to 
construct and maintain roads needed in the utilization and protection of the national 
forests and other lands under the administration of the Forest Service, and for other 
purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United 
States of America in Congress assembled, That the Congress hereby finds and 
declares that the construction and maintenance of an adequate system of roads 
and trails within and near the national forests and other lands administered 
by the Forest Service is essential if increasing demands for timber, recreation 
and other uses of such lands are to be met; that the existence of such a system 
would have the effect, among other things, of increasing the value of timber 
and other resources tributary to such roads; and that such a system is essen- 
tial to enable the Secretary of Agriculture (hereinafter called the Secretary) 
to provide for intensive use, protection, and management of these lands under 
principles of multiple use and sustained yield of products and services. 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 205 of title 
23 of the United States Code, there are hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
forest development roads and trails, including timber access roads, to and on 
the national forests, such sums as the Congress from time to time deems 
appropriate. 
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Sec. 3. The Secretary is authorized to provide for the construction and main- 
tenance of forest development roads within and near the national forests and 
other lands administered by the Forest Service in locations and according to 
specifications which will permit maximum economy in harvesting timber from 
such lands tributary to such roads and at the same time meet the requirements 
for protection, development and management thereof, and for utilization of 
the other resources thereof, either (1) directly with appropriated funds; (2) 
by requirements of purchasers in contracts for the sale of timber or other 
products from such lands when roads are needed in connection with such sales 
and with reasonable allowance therefor in determining the appraised value 
of the timber or other products; (3) by cooperation with public or private 
agencies or persons; or (4) by a combination of these methods. 

Sec. 4. Notwithstanding the provisions of other law, the Secretary may re- 
quire the payment of road use fees for hauling products from nonfederally 
owned lands, products removed from unpatented mining claims by claimants 
thereof, or products or materials or equipment for non-Federal use over such 
roads under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service as he may designate and 
may also require the deposit by such users of the estimated cost of the main- 
tenance of such roads estimated to be made necessary by such hauling. In 
the regulations with respect to such payments, the Secretary may provide that 
appropriate consideration will be given to grants of rights-of-way or hauling 
rights, cooperative agreements, or other arrangements heretofore or hereafter 
received from, entered into, or made with persons hauling such products over 
roads under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service. The road use fees shall 
be covered into the Treasury as receipts from the lands traversed by such 
roads or in connection with which such roads are constructed and maintained. 
The deposits of the estimated maintenance costs shall be covered into the 
Treasury and shall constitute a special fund which is hereby made available 
until expended for road maintenance. 

Sec. 5. The Secretary may, when it is determined that such action will be in 
the public interest, require purchasers of timber or other products from na- 
tional-forest lands and other lands administered by the Forest Service under 
permit from, or contract with, the Secretary to make road maintenance deposits 
in such amounts as the Secretary estimates will cover the cost of maintenance of 
roads under the jurisdiction of the Forest Service made necessary by their use 
thereof and to make road construction deposits in such amounts as the Secretary 
estimates will cover the cost of road construction required of the purchaser. 
The road maintenance deposits required of any purchaser shall not be in excess 
of the amount allowed for road maintenance in the appraisal made for the par- 
ticular timber sale, permit, or contract under which the timber or other prod- 
ucts are removed. Such road construction and road maintenance deposits shall 
be covered into the Treasury and shall constitute a special fund which is made 
available until expended to cover the cost to the United States of performing 
the work specified. 

Sec. 6. Deposits received under sections 4 and 5 from a number of depositors or 
from a single depositor for work on adjacent or overlapping areas, or in areas 
which in the aggregate are determined to cover a single work unit, may be 
expended on such combined areas for the purposes for which deposited. Where 
the only practicable and efficient manner of performing such work involves an 
intermingling of other work or the work related to a number of depositors, mak- 
ing it impracticable to keep separate costs on the several undertakings, an esti- 
mate based on a cost analysis of the particular type of work may be used to 
determine the cost to the United States of performing such work. 

Sec. 7. In order to facilitate the requirements for the construction of access 
roads by purchasers of timber or other products, with reasonable allowance 
therefor in the appraisal of the timber or other products purchased, the Secre- 
tary may advertise and sell timber and other products from the national forests 


and other lands administered by the Forest Service at gross stumpage or unit, 


rates, which term as used herein includes an amortization rate for the roads to 
be constructed by the purchaser. For timber or other products so sold, the Sec- 
retary shall provide as a condition of sale that the portion of gross stumpage 
or unit rates equal to the road amortization rate shall be retained by the pur- 
chaser until the value of road construction as determined by the Secretary after 
completion thereof is amortized. The Secretary shall also provide that if such 
road construction value is not full amortized when all timber or other products 
so sold has been cut or removed, an amount equal to the unamortized balance 
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shall be refunded to the purchaser from the stumpage or unit rates paid. The 
Secretary may from time to time adjust the amortization rates for roads to be 
constructed by purchasers to accomplish the purposes of this section. 

Sec. 8. The Secretary may issue such rules and regulations as he may deem 
appropriate to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


COMPARISON OF 8. 2240 (H.R. 7919) AND DEPARTMENT'S PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE 


S. 2240 (H.R. 7919) 


No comparable provision. 


(Sec. 1.) Authorization under Fed- 
eral Highway Act of $40 million for 
fiscal year 1962 and $50 million for 
fiscal year 1963. 

(See. 2(a).) Authorizes Secretary to 
provide for construction of timber ac- 
cess roads of maximum economy (1) 
with appropriated funds, (2) by re- 
quirements of purchasers, or (3) by 
cooperation. Requires timber sale ad- 
vertisement and contract to set forth 
amount not exceeding estimated con- 
struction costs. Provides that roads 
estimated to cost in excess of $5,000 per 
mile or bridges in excess of $5,000 may 
be required of timber purchasers only 
if full amount of authorization in- 
eluded in budget submission. 

(Sec. 2(b).) Authorizes advisory pub- 
lic hearings in connection with pro- 
posed construction timber-access roads. 

(Sec. 2(¢c).) Authorizes Secretary to 
cooperate with owners or haulers of 
other timber in construction and main- 
tenance of timber-access roads, with 
authority to use funds deposited by 
cooperator. 

(See. 2(d).) With certain exceptions 
requires payment of equitable con- 
struction amortization fees and deposit 
of pro rata share of maintenance costs 
for hauling products from nonfed- 
erally owned lands over timber-access 
roads. 

No comparable provision. 


(See. 2(e).) Authorizes pooling of 
deposits for similar types of work and 
use of cost estimates. 

(See. 2(f).) Authorizes exchanges 
of hauling rights or rights-of-way with 
provision that where mutual needs ex- 
ist, the Secretary may condition grant- 
ing of any right-of-way or permission 
to cross national-forest or other land 
under jurisdiction of Department upon 
the granting to the United States of 
reciprocal rights. 


53268—60——8 


DEPARTMENT'S PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE 


(See. 1.) Congressional declaration 
that adequate national forest trans- 
portation system essential. 

(See. 2.) Authorization under title 
23, United States Code for such sums as 
Congress deems appropriate. 


(Sec. 3.) Authorizes Secretary to 
provide for construction and mainte- 
nance forest development roads of 
maximum economy either (1) with ap- 
propriated funds, (2) by requirements 
of timber purchasers, (3) by coopera- 
tion, or (4) by a combination of these. 


No comparable provision. 


No comparable provision. 


(See. 4.) Authorizes Secretary to re- 
quire persons hauling products from 
nonfederally owned land over desig- 
nated roads under jurisdiction of 
Forest Service to pay road-use fee and 
deposit funds to cover estimated main- 
tenance costs. 

(See. 5.) Authorizes Secretary to re- 
quire purchasers to deposit funds to 
cover cost of road maintenance made 
necessary by purchasers’ use and cost 
of road construction required of pur- 
chaser. 

(Sec. 6.) Similar provision. 


No comparable provision in draft bill 
but no objection to section 2(f) of S. 
2240 if amended to add provisions for 
judicial determination of values and for 
method of payment for difference in 
value. 
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No comparable provision. (See. 7.) To facilitate the applica- 
tion of requirements for construction 
of roads by timber purchasers, au- 
thorizes Secretary to provide in timber- 
sale contracts for amortization of road 
costs according to actual volumes and 
road-construction values. 

(See. 3.) Defines timber-access roads No comparable provision. 

as “roads and bridges primarily for 
use in utilizing timber from national 
forests but which may he available for 
utilizing other timber or for other pur- 


” 


(See. 4.) Repeals section 501 of No comparable provision. 
title 16, United States Code. (10 per- 


cent fund.) 
No comparable provision. (Sec. 8.) Authorizes Secretary to is- 
sue rules and regulations. 


Mr. Mack. Mr. Chairman, might I ask one more question ? 

Mr. Ciarx. Yes. 

Mr. Mack. Mr. Greeley, in these various areas, the Forest Service 
sets up what is known as cutting circles. It allocates and says so much 
timber can be cut a year in each of these circles. 

Is the actual cut equal to the allowable cut or is it less or is it more? 

Mr, Greecey. At the present time, for the national forest system as 
a whole, Mr. Mack, it is somewhat less, the actual cutting is somewhat 
less than the allowable cut. 

Mr. Mack. Have substantially less? 

Mr. Greetey. I don’t recall the precise figure. I seem to remember 
that the cutting is running under the allowable by 10 or 15 percent. 

Mr. Mack. During 1958, there was a slowdown in building construc- 
tion and a decline in lumber and plywood production and paper 
products. 

Mr. Greetey. In large part, Mr. Mack, there are some sections of 
the Colorado and Rocky Mountain area, Colorado and some other 
places in the intermountain area where the industrial demand up to 
now has simply not yet developed enough to support a cut equivalent 
to the value that it would support. 

Mr. Mack. I was going to say that in 1958 industry could not cut 
the oe eut. Did this cause the failure to harvest the allowable 
cut 

Mr. Greetxry. In part, perhaps. But I think perhaps our failure to 
be up to the allowable cut is due more to two other causes, one of which 
is this lack of access because of a road program that still hasn’t gotten 
back as far into the back country as it should. And the other is be- 
cause of this factor that I have just referred to of some parts of the 
Rocky Mountain and intermountain country, where the working cir- 
cles are there, with the volume available, but the industrial demand 
has not yet developed. Some of the Rocky Mountain country in Colo- 
rado, for instance, is a specific example. 

Mr. Mack. I noticed in one of the newspapers in my area that the 
managements of a lumber outfit said they would build a lumber mill 
neernt 75 people, if there were an access road to get timber 
nearby. 

op GreetEy. Mr. Mack, I have just been handed some figures 
showing the allowable cut is 10.2 billion board feet for fiscal 1959, and 
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we cut 8.3 billion. We anticipate for fiscal 1960 that we will be above 
the 8.3 billion, pretty near up to the 10 billion board feet figure of 
allowable cut. 

Mr. Mack. Thank you. 

Mr. Ciark. Any further questions? 

If there are no further questions, this completes the hearing for 
today and we will adjourn until 10 o’clock tomorrow morning. 

(Thereupon, at 4:25 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to recon- 
vene at 10 a.m., Thursday, March 3, 1960.) 
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THURSDAY, MARCH 3, 1960 


House or RerresENTATIVES 
ComMITTrEE ON Pusitic Works 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON Roaps, 
Washington, D.C. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to adjournment, in room 1302, New 
House Office Building, at 10:25 a.m., Hon. George H. Fallon (chair- 
man of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Mr. Fation. Ladies we gentlemen, the Subcommittee on Roads is 
meeting this morning for a continuation of the hearing on roads for 
1962 and 1963. 

Our first witness this morning is a member of the committee, Mrs. 
Gracie Pfost. 


STATEMENT OF HON. GRACIE PFOST, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF IDAHO 


Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: I appreciate very 
much the courtesy being extended to me this morning as a member of 
the committee to testify briefly on behalf of the road program which 
isa major problem in my own district in Idaho. 

My district, the First Congressional District in Idaho, which is the 
northern portion reaching to the Canadian border, until Alaska was 
refi contained more national forests than any other congressional 

istrict. 

The national resources of the West are to a large degree located on 
the millions of acres that the Federal Government manages. I ho 
that the committee will include as a part of Chairman Fallon’s bill, 
provisions of my bill, H.R. 10824, which call for an increased author- 
ization and the complete authorities needed for well-rounded road de- 
velopment in the national forests. 

I might add that you people probably recall that a special commit- 
tee went to north Idaho—Lewiston, to be exact—on behalf of this leg- 
islation in the 85th Congress. So it has been a long and continuing 
problem with us. 

The access road problems in north Idaho, as well as in many other 
States, has been a continuing problem for the reason that back in the 
early days when people started harvesting, or several years back, the 
accessible timber was cut over and, therefore, as you people know, you 
had no access to get back into the other timber areas. 

Today the demands for national forest timber are increasing, but 
lack of roads limits the Forest Service ability to supply that service. 
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Only the larger corporations can invest the money required to con- 
struct expensive roads. When the Forest Service sells timber and re- 
quires the purchaser to build the road, the price of the timber, of 
course, is reduced. 

But when the road construction job is large, the medium and smaller 
size firms who always have been, and are today dependent upon na- 
tional forest timber, cannot bid. The construction of the main timber 
access roads with appropriated money will permit all size operators to. 
bid for national forest timber. The cost of the roads is self-liquidat- 
ing, and therefore there is no real expense to the U.S. Treasury. And 
of course I know I do not have to remind you people of that, but it is. 
I think, one of the key points to the appropriations or authorization 
for these forest access roads. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mrs. Pfost, what amount does your bill provide—I 
don’t have the bill before me—for forest roads and trails in fiscal years 
1962 and 1963? 

Mrs. Prost. $40 million and $50 million. 

Mr. Batpwin. The bill here is $30 million each year. 

Mrs. Prost. It is an addition of $10 million on the 1 year, and $20 
million on the other. Not actually, in round figures. You substract 
$3 million off of it. Thirty-three million oe na from $40 million 
—— be $7 million. And from the $50 million it would be $17 
million. 

Last year, Secretary Benson submitted a program for an invest- 
ment of about $1.3 billion in free development roads in the national 
forests over the next 12 years. Of this amount $720 million would 
be derived from the authorization the Public Works Committee pro- 
vides. The balance would be built by timber purchases. The present 
authorization is $30 million while timber purchasers are receiving re- 
ductions in the price of national forest timber to enable them to in- 
vest $47 million in roads on the forests. My bill would start to pull 
the Federal investment back into its proper relationship so that the 
national forests will continue to provide broad public benefits. 

While we often think of these roads as timber roads, they are really 
resource roads. The 70 million people who now visit the national 
forest to enjoy healthful outdoor recreation rely heavily on these 
roads. They serve campers, hunters, and fishermen. Modern live- 
stock operations often transport their sheep and cattle by truck to the 
summer range. Essential fire protection requires an effective network 
of roads. Just on the basis of reduced fire costs alone, these roads 
can well be justified. . 

Idaho national forests are administered in two forest regions, and 
the figures available demonstrate how severe the problems are in 
northern Idaho. In the region 1 which is in the north, there are 6.8 
million acres of national forest with a sustained yield allowable cut 
of 600 million board feet annually. 

Last year, only 370 million board feet were harvested, about 60 per- 
cent of the allowable cut. In the southern part of Idaho, which is 
in region 4 of the Forest Service, there are 1314 million acres with a 
sustained yield cut of 330 million board feet. 

Last year, these forests marketed 240 million board feet of timber 
or approximately two-thirds of the allowable cut. Thus, it can easily 
be seen that a substantial increase can be effected in the amount of 
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timber marketed. In Idaho alone, Treasury revenue could be in- 
creased by over $3 million annually by increasing the roads available. 

Ag example is the Clearwater National Forest which has an 
allowable cut of 170 million board feet, of which only 60 percent was 
marketed last year. On this forest, the Government constructed only 
5.4 miles of road in 1959. This forest has 735 miles of road in it, 
but to complete the road system will require a total of 6,900 miles. 
Only about 10 percent of the Clearwater Forest road needs have been 
met and at the present rate, it will take decades to do the necessary 
road development work. A survey in north Idaho recently showed 
that there is 25 billion board feet of cull material in trees in the 
forests. These old growth forests need to be opened and under sus- 
tained yield converted to healthy producing forests. The situation 
all over north Idaho is almost identical. 

I urge this committee to give favorable consideration to enacting a 
road program which contains the necessary authorization to permit 
the forest resources of the West to be developed in the national in- 
terest. 

FOREST HIGHWAYS 


Of equal importance to forest development roads is the early com- 
pletion of the forest highway network. ile a substantial portion of 
these roads are also on the Federal aid system, sizable mileages are 
not. 

These roads are the routes the timber travels on after it leaves the 
forest development road en route to market. They are also key recre- 
ational and vacation travel routes. 'To have a fully effective road net- 
work requires that consideration be given to forest highways. 

I know that many people in Idaho appreciate what this committee 
has done to provide adequate authorization. Every 2 years when the 
Highway Act has been before Congress, this committee has made 
modest increases in forest development roads and forest highways 
despite the fact that the administration has not endorsed such ac- 
tion. We are in a good position to assess whether the committee 
made the correct decision. The answer is that it certainly did. 

Last year, the Forest Service collected its billionth dollar in in- 
come. At the current rate, which is over $100 million annually, the 
second billion will come in less than 10 years, whereas the first billion 
took over 50 years to achieve. The increased authorizations that 
this committee has provided have been of immeasurable help over 
the last 10 years. 

Under these circumstances, I am unable to understand the position 
that the administration has taken the past three times this authoriza- 
tion has been before you. 

I urge that we move forward with an authorization for the next 2 
years that will build a solid foundation for the future. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Fatton. May I suggest that the committee will meet in execu- 
tive session on the bin, and the bill will be read for amendments. 

At that time you may offer any amendments that you may choose. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate it. ido have 
some notes on Mr. Metcalf’s summary, but I believe in view of this. 
ming a relatively short statement, maybe the committee members can 
avail themselves of the figures contained in the statement. 

Thank you very much. 
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Mr. Scuwencex. May I say I appreciate having you before our 
committee. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you. 

Mr. ScuweENce.. You pointed out in your testimony that the present 
law encourages the big operators to have preference, or it seems they 
have an advantage, somehow, under present law. I should like to 
point out that yesterday we had testimony before our committee that 
pointed out that on the overall program the proportion is about 
15 to 1 in favor of the small producer of lumber. 

Mrs. Prosr. That is very surprsing to me. 

Mr. Scuwencev. If this is true in your State it is very unusual in 
comparison to the total. 

Mr. Batpwtn. I would like to make a comment. Would the gentle- 
man yield? 

Mr. ScuweEncet. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwrin. The testimony to which Mr. Schwengel refers is 
testimony which arose out of the number of contracts let. It did say 
there were a greater number of contracts let on the scale of 100,000 or 
250,000 or 350,000 than larger, but the percentage of timber that is 
taken out is not in relation to that, because the big contracts may in- 
volve several millions of dollars, and therefore the percentage of con- 
tracts does not reflect the percentage of timber which is taken by the 
small operators compared to the big operators. I think that should 
be clarified. 

Mr. Scuwencet. That is true, but there was testimony, at least I 
got the impression, that this was a pretty fair law, and that the small 
operator did have an opportunity, and a fair chance, more so in this 
area than in almost any other area where small business operates. I 
was very interested in that testimony, and I talked to the man after- 
ward and he confirmed what he said, and even elaborated on it. 

Mrs. Prost. I am very sorry that time did not permit me to hear 
this testimony, I should like to say to my colleague from Towa. This 
does not seem to be the usual practice. The situation that you are 
speaking of—and I appreciate, Mr. Baldwin, your elaboration as you 
analyzed the situation, because I couldn’t hear the testimony—but in 
Idaho we find that our small logging operators hardly have an oppor- 
tunity to participate in any way except by subcontracting with the 
large operators. This has been one of the thorny problems that I 
have had to wrestle with ever since I came to the Congress. 

Many of our small operators have set. themselves up with sawmills 
and a small operation and are performing a very fine service by hav- 
ing a small group of men working for them in their lumber operation 
in the little town, and they have their loggers out in the woods. They 
find themselves, because they simply do not have the funds, to either 
put the road into the timber, or to buy the large block of timber that 
is blocked out and sold in one sale—they find themselves completely 
excluded, and therefore as time goes on they simply have to, and our 
expression in Idaho is, “gyppo” by subcontracting from the large 

operator who has purchased the timber, who happens to have the 
financial reserve to place the road into the forest area. 

Therefore, our small operators are not able to operate in a par with 
the big operators in Idaho. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I have no reason to doubt your testimony in any 
respect, and I don’t want it inferred that I do. 
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Mrs. Prosr. Certainly I understand. 

Mr. Scuwencev. I do suggest that maybe there is some peculiar 
problem existing in that area which may require further study. I 
suggest that you talk to Mr. Greeley, who was before this committee 
yesterday, with whom I talked after his testimony, who gave me the 
impression it was not a problem. 

i have an interest in the area of small business and I think more of 
us should have. I think we should give the small operator not an 
advantage, but a fair opportunity to participate and to bid on con- 
tracts in this area and other areas. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Chairman, may I ask a question ? 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Mumma. 

Mr. Mumma. Mrs. Pfost, do you find out there that the bigger 
operators get greater utilization out of the timber than the small 
operator ? 

Mrs. Prost. Unquestionably. 

Mr. Mumma. Does the small man sell some of that stuff to the big 
mills, or aren’t they interested ? 

Mrs. Prost. In most instances they subcontract to the small man. 

Mr. Mumma. That is the cutting of it? 

Mrs. Prost. That is the cutting of it. And in many instances, I am 
sure the processing. I frankly do not have the entire information on 
that. But I have visited with people who have subcontracted, and 
they have little planing mills. They are, by contract, furnishing 
some of the other firms with certain sizes, or specified types of lumber. 

Mr. Mumma. I have noticed some of those mills use up every vestige 
of the timber. 

Mrs. Prost. That is true. And of course I feel that these small 
pegs are the very backbone of the area in the forested portions 
of the United States, and I feel that if we can go forward with the 
program that will allow them to participate in these very important 
areas that we will be doing real service to those small operators. 

I was amazed at the number of small lumber mills that went back 
into business in Idaho, set up alongside the road or just off the road, 
in north Idaho, when my husband and I drove out there last year. 
Many new small planing mills and sawmills had set themselves up 
because there was a demand when the money was made available for 
some of the development areas through this Mr. Raines’ program of 
the housing project. They immediately went right to work. 

You would see the corrugated iron roof on these new mills, and new 
lumber where they had set themselves up in new lumber where they 
had set themselves up in new business. For that reason it seems to 
me it has taken an impetus from Federal funds in order to make it 
possible for these people to survive. 

So unless the price is extremely good, the little fellow has not had 
an opportunity in north Idaho to—— 

r. ScuwenceL. Has the Small Business Administration recom- 
mended by the administration been of great advanage, which gave 
them a better os to borrow money ? 

_ Mrs. Prost. I think any funds which will provide additional hous- 
ing units to be built, which means greater demand for timber, will be 
a definite help to the small operators in my area. 
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Mr. Scuwencev. I meant the laws we passed in connection with 
smal] business operations 

Mrs. Prost. To make the loans available and that sort of thing, 
‘you mean ? 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. Yes. 

Mrs. Prost. Of course, that in itself also is of material help. In 
fact, some of our lumber operators, you might be interested to know, 
have participated in the small business loan field. We have been 
instrumental in helping them to secure small business loans. It has 
been the only way they could survive. One of our larger companies 
had to participate. And so we were very thankful for the funds 
that have been made available from that source. 

Mr. Scuwencex. Thank you. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

[ have one other request to make of the committee, if I may ask your 
indulgence. Congressman Metcalf finds it necessary to appear be- 
fore the Rules Committee this morning, and he asked me to see that 
his statement is placed in the record in full, as if read, because of his 
inability to appear. 

Mr. Fation. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mrs. Prost. Thank you very much. 

(Statement referred to follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HON. LEE METCALF, REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MONTANA 


Mr. Mercatr. I am grateful for this opportunity to appear for 
Montana on our road program. 

On the A-B-C and interstate programs, I can sum up my views 
quickly. The authorization schedule suggested by the 1956 act, which 
looked forward to a level of $950 million for 1962 and $975 million for 
1963, should be continued, as also should the interstate program at a 
level of $2.2 billion. 

As a member of the Committee on Ways and Means, I will work 
with you to the best of my ability to make available sufficient revenue 
for the trust fund to meet the program goal. 

The Congress made a mistake when the 1956 act was passed when 
it agreed with the administration’s proposals which denied the trust 
fund $378 million in excise tax revenue due it in 1957 and saddled it 
with $1,958 million in costs due to prior authorizations. As Senator 
Mansfield pointed out on the floor of the Senate on February 1, this 
is one of the reasons why the trust fund is short of money. As Senator 
Mansfield also notes, more than $1.5 billion in autombile-generated ex- 
cise taxes being collected each year from highway users are still going 
into the general fund. 

I would support transferring 214 points each from the truck, bus, 
and trailer tax, the passenger car tax, and the parts and accessories 
tax from the general fund to the trust fund. Revenue from the pas- 
senger and parts tax is due to go into the trust fund in 1962. I be- 
lieve we should take 214 points for each of these taxes plus the truck 
tax and put them into the trust fund for fiscal years 1960 and 1961. 
This would make $65 million available from the truck tax, $350 mil- 
lion from passenger cars, and $69 million from parts for a total of 
‘$484 million in each year. 
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This would enable the highway program to go forward at the origi- 
nal levels planned. It would help reimburse the trust fund for reve- 
nue denied it earlier. It would reduce the need for the complex and 
troublesome contract controls. 


NATURAL RESOURCE ROADS 


I turn now to the roads which the Federal Government constructs 
to serve the lands it manages on behalf of the people. These are the 
roads into forests, parks, and public lands—lands which now bring 
$500 million into the Treasury from the sale of resources. 

I would like the committee to consider the comprehensive program 
which has been suggested by Congressmen Blatnik and Johnson and 
Mrs. P fost. 

Two authorizations are not suggested for increases at this time. 
They are parkways, $16 million a year, and public land highways, 
$3 million annually. Increases are suggested as follows: 


{In millions of dollars] 


Present 1962 1963 
Forest development roads and trails_..................---..-------- 30 40 50 


In addition they suggest, and I heartily endorse, amendment of 
the committee bill to include the language in H.R. 7919 on forest de- 
velopment roads and trails. 

I leave to your good judgment the revisions desired in the language 
of the bill. I am submitting a revised version of H.R. 7919 which 
incorporates some changes which I understand were developed by the 
i artment of Agriculture, though as yet it has not reported on the 

ill. 

Last year, the Department did submit to Congress a “Program for 
the National Forests.” This report has a comprehensive road develop- 
ment plan in it. This legislation will make possible the sort of forest 
development we need if these public lands are to fulfill their role in 
our economic development. 

Over the period of 12 years, the Department envisages a program 
calling for the expenditure of $720 million for construction of roads 
with appropriated funds and $564 million by timber purchases out 
of allowances in timber prices. This large contemplated program 
indicates two things. 

The authorization must go up and the broad legislative authority 
outlined in H.R, 7919 is needed. Each provision in this bill is one 
which will increase efficiency and enhance the revenue derived from 
the forests. 

In Montana there are 16,600,000 acres in the national forests. There 
is a potential annual timber harvest of more than 1 billion board feet. 
Last year—a record year—only 44 percent of this was realized. 
With this road program in full operation we can look forward to a 
doubling of forest revenues. 
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The increases in the authorization that this committee has made 
in the past several years has helped measurably to accelerate rev- 
enue development. Knowing that these roads are a good investment, 
I trust the committee will endorse this legislation. we 

I turn briefly to forest highways. Here an authorization of $40 
million is suggested. Again, this tried and effective program is a 
vital part of sound resource road development. I hope this commit- 
tee will reject again the suggestion that this authorization be charged 
to the already overburdened trust fund. I also hope that the com- 
mittee will retain the old formula for distributing the funds. 

Despite the efforts of this committee over the past several years, 
the Federal Government’s share in the 100-percent financing of these 
roads has dropped from the historic one-third of the program to 
less than one-sixth. The Federal Government has shifted a great- 
er and greater part of this program onto the States and local Gov- 
ernments by requiring contributions under the A-~B-C formula. This 
’s neither fair nor just, especially since such a large amount of the 
highway user taxes go into the general fund. 

he modest increase suggested in park roads is to enable a most 
important part of Mission 66 to go forward. Similarly, the increase 
suggested for Indian roads will help develop the roads needed to per- 
mit our Indian people to advance their economic position. 

Thanks for your courtesy in hearing me and please be assured you 
will have my strong support for an effective road program. 

(Following is suggested revision of H.R. 7919 referred to :) 


A SUBSTITUTE BY CONGRESSMAN METCALF FoR His Bit, H.R. 7919 


(New language is printed in italic) 


A BILL To amend section 205 of title 23 of the United States Code, to authorize the 
appropriation of funds for carrying out the provisions of section 205 of title 23 of the 
nited States Code, to enable the Secretary of Agriculture to construct and maintain 
roads needed in the utilization and protection of lands under the Administration of the 
Forest Service, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Congress hereby finds and declares 
that the construction, acquisition, and maintenance by the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture (hereinafter called the Secretary) of an adequate system of roads and trails 
within and near the lands administered by the Forest Service is essential if 
increasing demands for water, timber, forage, outdoor recreation, and other 
uses of such lands are to be met; that the existence of such a system would have 
the effect, among other things, of providing for intensive use, protection, and 
management of these lands and natural resources tributary to such roads. 

Sec. 2. For the purpose of carrying out the provisions of section 205 of title 
23 of the United States Code, there are hereby authorized to be appropriated for 
the construction and acquisition of forest development roads and trails to and 
on the lands administered by the Forest Service in the Department of Agricul- 
ture the following sums: $40,000,000 for fiscal year 1962; $50,000,000 for fiscal 
year 1968. 

Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary is authorized to provide for the construction of 
forest development roads to and on the national forests in locations and ac- 
cording to specifications which will permit maximum long term economy in the 
development and management of all the resources on national forests lands 
tributary to such roads, either (1) directly with appropriated funds, (2) where 
desirable, by requirements of purchasers in contracts for the sale of timber 
from such lands and with reasonable allowance therefor in determining the 
appraised value of such timber, (3) where desirable, by cooperation with public 
or private agencies or persons, or (4) by a combination of these methods. In 
fixing the allowance under clause (2) above, an amount which shall not exceed 
the estimated cost of the construction shall be stated in the advertisement of the 
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timber and shall be set forth in the timber sale contract: Provided, That in order 
to facilitate the requirements for the construction of access roads by purchasers 
of timber or other products, with reasonable allowance therefor in the appraisal 
of the timber or other products purchased, the Secretary may advertise and sell 
timber and other products from the lands administered by the Forest Service 
at gross stumpage or unit rates, which term as used herein includes an amorti- 
zation rate for the roads to be constructed by the purchaser. For timber or 
other products so sold, the Secretary shall provide as a condition of sale that 
the portion of gross stumpage or unit rates equal to the road amortization rate 
shall be retained by the purchaser until the value of road construction as deter- 
mined by the Secretary after completion thereof is amortized. The Secretary 
shall also provide that if such road construction value is not fully amortized 
when all timber or other products so sold has been cut or removed, an amount 
equal to the unamortized balance shall be refunded to the purchaser from the 
stumpage or unit rates paid. The Secretary may from time to time adjust the 
amortization rates for roads to be constructed by purchasers to accomplish the 
purposes of this section. Provided further, That roads estimated to cost in 
excess of $5,000 per mile and bridges estimated to cost in excess of $5,000 each 
shall be constructed under clause (2) above only if there has been presented 
to the Congress an appropriation request for the full amount authorized by 
law for forest development roads and trails and any amount appropriated 
pursuant thereto is not subsequently withheld from obligational authority, or 
the full amount of contract authority authorized by law for forest development 
roads and trails is not withheld from obligational authority. 

(b) The Secretary is authorized in the construction of roads to cooperate with 
owners of or persons hauling products from other lands and if the cooperator 
contributes an equitable share of the cost of construction and maintenance of 
such roads, as determined by the Secretary, he may be permitted to haul 
products over such roads under conditions the Secretary may prescribe. Any 
moneys deposited under any such agreement shall be covered into the Treasury 
and shall constitute a special fund which is hereby made available until ex- 
pended for the construction and maintenance of such roads: Provided, That 
any portion of such deposits in excess of the amount found due shall be re- 
funded to the depositor. 

(c) Except as authorized in section (b), products from nonfederally owned 
lands or unpatented claims may be hauled over access roads only if (1) the 
quantity of products hauled is minor and the Secretary has determined that the 
interests of the United States require no payment or deposit; or (2) the pay- 
ment is made of an equitable fee to be determined by the Secretary, after con- 
sideration of the amounts necessary to amortize the portion of construction costs 
allocable to the non-Federal products tributary to the particular road, which 
fee will be covered into the Treasury as a miscellaneous receipt, and a deposit 
is made to cover the estimated cost of that part of the maintenance of the road 
occasioned by such hauling. Such deposits shall be covered into the Treasury 
and shall constitute a special fund which is hereby made available until ex- 
pended to cover the cost to the United States of performing the work specified. 
Any portion of such deposits found to be in excess of the cost of doing the work 
specified shall, upon determination that it is so in excess, be transferred to 
miscellaneous receipts. 

(d) The Secretary may, when it is determined that such action will be in 
the public interest, require purchases of timber or other products from lands 
administered by the Forest Service under permit from, or contract with, the 
Secretary to make road maintenance deposits in such amounts as the Secretary 
estimates will cover the cost of road construction required of the purchaser. 
The road maintenance deposits required of any purchaser shall not be in excess 
of the amount allowed for road maintenance in the appraisal made for the 
particular timber sale, permit, or contract under which the timber or other 
products are removed, such road construction and road maintenance deposits 
shall be covered into the Treasury and shall constitute a special fund which is 
made available until expended to cover the cost to the United States of perform- 
ing the work specified. 

(e) Deposits received for a number of similar types of work on adjacent or 
overlapping areas, or on areas which in the aggregate are determined to cover 
a single work unit, may be expended on such combined areas for the purposes 
for which deposited and if refunds to depositors of excess deposits are provided 
for such refunds shall be made on a proportionate basis. Where the only prac- 
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ticable and efficient manner of performing such specified work involves an in- 
termingling of other work making it impracticable to keep separate costs on the 
work herein described an estimate based on a cost analysis of the particular 
type of work may be used to determine the cost to the United States of per- 


forming such work. 
(f) Im order to provide for the exchange of hauling rights or of rights-of- 
way and easements for roads with those who own or control lands intermingled 


with or adjacent to lands administered by the Forest Service, and where there are 
mutual needs for access to or rights across such lands, the Secretary is author- 


ized to enter into agreements with the owners of the intermingled or adjacent 


non-Federal land for the exchange of hauling rights or of rights-of-way and ease- 
ments for roads under such terms and conditions and for such specified periods 
or otherwise as he may deem appropriate. Where mutual needs exist for access 
to and across such lands, the Secretary may, notwithstanding the provisions of 
any other law, condition the grant of any right-of-way or permission to cross the 
national forest land or other land under the jurisdiction of the Department of 
Agriculture upon the granting to the United States of hauling rights or rights- 


of-way and easements across the applicants’ lands to the extent the Secretary 
deems equitable. All or any part of such easements upon prior notice may be 


annulled and forfeited by declaration of the Secretary for failure to comply with 


the terms and conditions of any grant hereunder or for nonuse for a period of 


five consecutive years or abandonment of rights granted under authority hereof, 


Sec. 4. The Secretary may issue such rules and regulations as he may deem 
appropriate to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Sec. 5. The fourteenth paragraph under the heading “Forest Service” of the 
Act of March 4, 1913, as amended (16 U.S.C. 501), is hereby repealed. 

Mr. Fatxion. I understand our next witness is delayed and probably 
won't be able to make his views known, Mr. John Allen. IJ understand 
that Mr. Nash is going to substitute for Mr. Allen. Mr. Nash? 

Mr. Nasn. I am Bradley Nash, Deputy Under Secretary of Com- 
merce for Transportation. 

I am appearing in the absence of John Allen, who unfortunately 
left the Pacific coast last night and was diverted to New York by 
plane, so he will not be here until after this meeting presumably. 

With your permission I will read his statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN J. ALLEN, JR., UNDER SECRETARY FOR 
TRANSPORTATION, AS READ BY BRADLEY NASH, DEPUTY UNDER 
SECRETARY OF COMMERCE FOR TRANSPORTATION 


Mr. Nasu. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am very 
pleased to have this opportunity to appear before you and discuss 
H.R. 10495. 

This bill would authorize the appropriation of funds for fiscal years 
1962 and 1963, in order to permit the orderly continuation of the Fed- 
eral-aid highway program and certain Federal domain road programs. 
It is necessary that the Congress give consideration to the enactment 
of legislation similar to H.R. 10495 during this session. 

While the enactment of legislation to authorize funds for some of 
these purposes is in accord with the program of the President, certain 
features of H.R. 10495 are not in accord with administration recom- 
mendations submitted to the Congress. Consequently, the Depart-. 
ment of Commerce opposes enactment of the bill in its present form. 

H.R. 10495 would authorize the appropriation of $925 million for 
each of the fiscal years 1962 and 1963 for the construction, reconstruc- 
tion and improvement of highways on the Federal-aid primary and 
secondary systems, including the extensions of those systems in urban 
areas, commonly referred to as the A~B-C program. 
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The amount of these authorizations is not in accord with the pro- 

m of the President, since he has recommended that authorizations 

or this program be $900 million for each of the fiscal years 1962 
and 1963. 

As you know, during the past several years the Congress has fol- 
lowed the practice of increasing the authorizations for the A-B-C 
program by $25 million each fiscal year. Appropriation of $825 
million was authorized for fiscal year 1957, $850 million for fiscal 
year 1958, $875 million for fiscal year 1959, $900 million for fiscal 
year 1960, and $925 million for fiscal year 1961. However, present 
circumstances and considerations are such that it is felt that author- 
izations for the A-B-C program for fiscal years 1962 and 1963 should 
not exceed $900 million for each year. 

Three major factors lead to this belief. First, the Federal-aid 
Highway Act of 1958 authorized the appropriation of $400 million 
for the A-B-C program for fiscal year 1959 in addition to the $875 
million previously authorized for that program for that fiscal year. 
This legislation was enacted, at least in part, as an antirecession 
measure. However, the authorization of these additional funds, 
which were derived from the Highway Trust Fund, had the effect of 
temporarily advancing the A-B-C program at more accelerated 
rate than would have been provided by the annual increments of $25 
million. Limiting the A~B-C authorizations for the fiscal years 1962 
and 1963 to $900 million would take into account the $400 million 
additional authorization. 

Second, the 1958 estimate of the cost of completing the National 
System of Interstate and Defense Highways is in excess of the 
amounts authorized for that system, and the receipts of the Highway 
Trust Fund during the period of its existence will be insufficient to 
finance the cost of completing the Interstate System and advancing 
the A-~B-C program consistent with existing and anticipated future 
authorizations. 

Third, estimated receipts of the Highway Trust Fund are not cur- 
rently adequate to meet the expenditures attributable to Federal-aid 
highways which would result if the full amounts authorized by the 
Congress were apportioned to the States. 

Under the provisions of section 209(g) of the Highway Revenue 
Act of 1956 it has been necessary to apportion to the States less than 
the full amount authorized by the Congress for the Interstate System 
for fiscal year 1961, and under the budget proposals the same neces- 
sity will exist with respect to apportionment of funds authorized for 
fiscal year 1962. 

Also, as you know, it has been necessary to ask the Congress to pro- 
vide for repayable advances from the general fund to the Highwa 
Trust Fund under the provisions of section 209(d) of the Highway 
Revenue Act of 1956, in the amount of $359 million for fiscal year 
1960 and $200 million for fiscal year 1961, in order to permit. prompt 
reimbursement to the States for their expenditures on Federal-aid 
highway projects. 

Under these circumstances, it is felt that authorizations for the 
A-B-C program should be $900 million for each of the fiscal years: 
1962 and 1963, rather than $925 million as provided in H.R. 10495. 
The small reduction proposed in this program, as compared with the 
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authorization of $925 million for fiscal year 1961, would keep the 

A-B-C program more in balance with the interstate highway pro- 

= which has been reduced to conform with current highway trust 
und receipts. 

H.R. 10495 would authorize the appropriation of $33 million for 
forest highways for each of the fiscal years 1962 and 1963, and $3 mil- 
lion for public lands highways for each of these fiscal years. This is 
in accord with the program of the President, and I might comment 
that if the Congress enacts the proposed authorizations for forest 
highways, it is expected that the funds will be apportioned to the re- 
spective States in the same percentages as the amounts apportioned 
for expenditure in each State for the fiscal year 1958 and prior fiscal 

ears. 
% However, under existing law, the funds which would be authorized 
for forest highways and public lands highways by H.R. 10495 would 
presumably be appropriated from the general fund. 

The President, in his budget messages for both fiscal years 1960 
and 1961 recommended that appropriations for forest highways and 

ublic lands highways be made foot the highway trust fund, and that 
in the future amounts derived from the highway trust fund be ex- 

nded only in connection with those forest highways and public 
ands highways which are on one of the Federal-aid systems. 

This recommendation is based upon the fact that the highway trust 
fund was established to meet obligations of the Federal Deovifiianiedt 
attributable to Federal-aid highways, and, therefore, the trust fund 
should be used for financing the construction of all classes of high- 
ways which are on a Federal-aid system. Legislation authorizing the 
appropriation of funds for forest highways and public lands high- 
ways should include provisions implementing the recommendation of 
the President. We would oppose enactment of H.R. 10495 without 
such provisions. 

In connection with the subject of forest highways and public lands 
highways, it is noted that section 4(b) of H.R. 10495 would amend 23 
United States Code, section 203, by substituting the phrase “Funds 
authorized” for the phrase “Funds now authorized.” This amend- 
ment would establish as permanent legislation the contract authority 
relative to funds authorized for Federal domain road programs, 
which heretofore has been included as part of the fund authorizing 
legislation, enacted biennially. 

a Scnerer. Mr. Secretary, do you know why that change was 
made ? 

Mr. Nasu. Which one are you speaking of ? 

Mr. Scuerer. The one you just referred to, changing the words 
“Funds authorized” to the phrase “Funds now authorized.” 

Mr. Nasu. We tried to explain that in the next sentence, Mr. 
Scherer. 

This provision is not considered appropriate, since the administra- 
tion is not requesting new contract. authority in biennial legislation 
for Federal domain roads other than forest highways and public 
lands highways. With respect to forest and public lands highways, 
it is felt that contract authority should be continued as part of the 
fund-authorizing legislation, enacted biennially, rather than estab- 
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lished as permanent law. Accordingly, it is recommended that sec- 
tion 4(b) of H.R. 10495 be deleted, and that a section be inserted pro- 
viding for contract authority only for the funds authorized in the 
bill for forest highways and public lands highways. 

Is that responsive ? 

Mr. Scuerer. No, not exactly. I understand that by taking out 
the word “now” from that phrase, that it would result in doing away 
with these biennial authorizations and we would establish a procedure 
similar to that. which we have with reference to the Interstate System. 
Right? 

Mr. Nasu. That is correct? 

Mr. Scuerer. Before we pass on to another subject, counsel says 
he would like to explain why this change has been proposed, and I 
certainly would like to know. 

Mr. Sutnivan. The reason it has been changed is because of the 
fact that the language “Funds now authorized” would apply only to 
the date of enactinent of title 23, 1958, and in the opinion of the staff 
would not apply to these present funds. 

It would not apply to any future funds which would be authorized. 
In order to clarify what. we consider purely a technical point, we 
consulted with the Bureau of Public Roads and we changed it to this 
phrasing “Funds authorized.” 

Mr. Scuerer. I still don’t understand. 

Would you explain that again ? 

Mr. Suniivan. The phrase “Funds now authorized” was inter- 

reted to apply only to prior authorizations that were then on the 
ks prior to the codification of the highway laws. That is title 23. 

Mr. Scuerer. In 1958? 

Mr. Sutuivan. Yes, when the highway laws were codified. It was 
our interpretation that this language now in the code does not apply 
to the funds being authorized for forest roads and so forth in the 
bill before you today. The amended language would cover past, pres- 
ent, and future funds that would be authorized. 

Mr. Scuerer. I gathetr from the statement of Mr. Allen, now being 
read, that they have a different interpretation. 

Mr. That is correct. 

Mr. Scuerer. Isn’t this something that the lawyers should resolve, 
as to exactly what it means? I assume that Mr. Fallon nor I wanted 
to do away with this method of appropriating or authorizing funds 
biennially for the A-B-C system. 

Mr. Nasu. Your staff counsel had discussion with us on how to do 
it. 

Mr. Scuerer. There is no disagreement as I understand it, on the 
part of Mr. Fallon, myself, or counsel; our objective is the same, 
namely to continue biennial appropriations in this particular field, 
the only disagreement being as to what the language means. 

Mr. Nasu. I think you are satisfied, after discussing with the Bu- 
reau of Public Roads, aren’t you, Mr. Counsel, that this results in mu- 
aa as to the appropriate language which is agreeable to 
you both ? 

Mr. Sutiivan. Yes as it is in the bill now before the committee. 

Mr. Scuerer. I don’t understand you now. 
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Mr. Nasu. I understood from the counsel of the committee that he 
had discussed this with the Bureau of Public Roads counsel and had 
come up with language which they felt was mutually agreeable. 

Mr. Batpwin. Would the gentleman yield ? 

The problem is that this is what the counsel feels was the result of 
that discussion, but your testimony indicates it is not agreeable. That 
is what is confusing. 

Mr. Nasu. Had you not come to some agreement with the Bureau 
of Public Roads? 

Mr. Scutyivan. That is why this particular amendment was added 
to this bill, asa result of talks with the Bureau. 

Mr. Batpwtn. Do you follow me? The provision in the bill is the 
result of his discussion with the Bureau. Your testimony now is to 
the contrary. 

Mr. Nasu. Mr. Enfield? 

Mr. Enrtevp. I am Clifton Enfield, General Counsel, Bureau of 
Public Roads. 

The discussion Mr. Sullivan made reference to pertains to the effect 
of the codification bill, as to whether or not the codification bill pro- 
vides ‘contract authority for public domain road authorizations on a 
continuing permanent basis. 

We are in accord that the codification bill does not provide for per- 
manent contract authority, for roads other than Federal aid. There 
is permanent contract authority in the Highway Codification Act that 
was enacted last year as to al] Federal aid authorizations. That is the 
primary, secondary, urban moneys, and interstate. There is perma- 
nent contract authority in the law now for those authorizations. 

The contract authority for all of the public domain roads, which 
as far as the Department of Commerce is concerned is limited to the 
forest highway funds and public lands highway funds, is not perma- 
nent contract authority. 

It has been authorized in the past on a biennial basis, that is with 
each biennial authorization the Congress has provided for the obliga- 
tion of those funds which creates the contractual obligation of the 
Government to pay when the bills come due. 

The amendment that is in the chairman’s bill would provide perma- 
nent contract authority as to the forest highway funds and the pub- 
lic lands highway funds. 

Mr. Scuerrer. The same as it does with reference to other systems? 

Mr. Enrtevp. That is right, the same as it does with Federal aid. 

The Secretary’s recommendation is that the contract authority on 
forest highway authorizations and public lands authorizations re- 
main on a biennial basis, the same as it has been in the past. The Sec- 
retary’s recommendation does not apply to the Federal-aid authoriza- 
tions at all. They are permanent now and they are staying permanent. 
The only suggestion of the Secretary is that the forest highway au- 
thorizations and public lands authorizations contract authority remain 
” a biennial basis the same as in the past, rather than on a permanent 

asis. 

Mr. Fation. Mr. Enfield, do I understand that the Secretary doesn’t 
have any objection if we just give him contract authority for 1962 and 
1963 ? 

Mr. Enrrevp. That is correct. 


| 

| 
1 
a 
i 
a 
I 
a 


he 
id 


FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT OF 1960 127 


Mr. Fatxon. For the public land and—— 

Mr. Enrtevp. That is correct. 

Mr. Fatton. And A-B-C and interstate, and all the roads entailed 
in that category, have contractual authority already and will continue 
to have it without any additional legislation ? 

Mr, Enrievp. That is correct. 

Mr. Scuerer. Then it is for this committee to decide whether we 
want to apply the same procedures to the forest highways as we now 
apply tothe A-B-C and Interstate System, isthat right? 

{r. Enrtevp. That is the question raised by this provision. 

Mr. Scuerer. What does the Bureau of Public Roads recommend ? 
I understand from your testimony and what has been said by our 
counsel that you prefer the change in the Fallon bill, is that correct ? 

Mr. Enrtevp. In the discussion with counsel we agreed as to the 
effect of the present law, that under present law the authorizations 
would be on a biennial basis. The Secretary has expressed, of course, 
the view of the entire Department, which includes Public Roads. 

Mr. Scuerer. You would have to abide by that? 

Mr. Batpwin. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scuerer. Surely. 

Mr. Baipwin. I don’t understand this at all. A Federal forest 
highway—let us take it in one of the Western States—goes across 
some privately owned land, then runs through a national forest, and 
goes off onto privately owned land, But it is purely a means of get- 
ting through the forest. It is not primarily a development forest road 
or things of that kind. 

Under this recommendation, what the Department is saying is that 
the same road on both ends outside the national forest, would have an 
open contractual authority, but as soon as it hits the borders of the 
national forest it would have a limited contractual authority. 

I don’t understand why there should be that distinction, because the 
forest highways and the highways across public lands are basically 
for exactly the same purpose as the State primary and secondary 
routes everywhere else, to get people from one place to another. 

Mr. Enrtevp. Forest highway funds are to be distinguished from 
the Federal-aid highway funds. They are different authorizations. 

Mr. Batpwin. They are used for the same road. 

Mr. Enrtetp. It is true as you say, they are used for the same road. 
At the present time they don’t come out of the same pool because 
at the present time forest highway moneys come out of the general 
fund. But they are to a great extent used on the same roads. 

It is purely a question of policy as to whether or not the Congress 
would desire to put in permanent contract authority. The effect of it 
over the years has been the same, because we have had the contract 
authority for forest highways as to each biennial appropriation, the 
same as we have had it for Federal-aid highways, which in the latter 
instance are in permanent legislative form. 

Mr. Bavpwin. Could I ask, what disadvantage would occur if we 
applied the same exact wording on contractual authority for the forest 
highways and public lands highways, that we apply to State primary 
and secondary P 

Mr. Enrrevp. From a legal standpoint I see no disadvantage, It is 
purely a policy matter. 
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Mr. Scuerer. From a policy standpoint, what disadvantage? Why 
does the Department of Commerce oppose this change in putting them 
all on the same basis? Why does it want to continue the biennial 
appropriations which we have had in the past? There must be some 
reason for it. What isthe reason ¢ 

Mr. Enrrevp., That is a matter that I am not qualified to comment 
on, I will defer to the Deputy Under Secretary if I may. 

Mr. Batpwiy. If somebody can’t answer for us, we won’t have an 
answer. 

Mr. Nasi. I seem to be given this problem. I am not an expert on 
public roads, so I will have to hazard a judgment which was prepared 
here, and I expect it will be supported by Mr. Tallamy. This is the 
position prepared by the Department of Commerce and it is anti- 
cipated that this represents this group asa whole. 

Mr. Scurrer. They may have a good reason for doing that, but I 
would like to know the reason. 

Mr. Tallamy, do you know? 

Mr. Tatiamy. First of all, Mr. Chairman, I might point out that 
the recommendation that Mr. Nash has submitted on behalf of the 
Secretary requires a deletion in H.R. 10495, but it also requires an 
addition, otherwise you would not have contractual authority for the 
forest highway authorization which would be made available by this 
bill, that you do have to have. If the Secretary’s recommendation on 
deletion is made, you do have to have an addition which would give 
contract authority for forest highway work for this next 2-year 
period. 

Insofar as the policy in regard to having contract authority written 
into the law so as to be perpetual is concerned, I do not aane the 
reason for it. It was not discussed with me. But I would suggest—— 

Mr. Scuerer. The Department of Commerce is opposed to contin- 
uing, as you say, perpetual authority. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. They want to leave it on the biennial basis, as we have 
done it in the past. 

Mr. Tattamy. The Department of Commerce desires to keep it on 
a biennial basis. It does desire, and wants, and believes, in contract 
authority. It does want it on a biennial basis. I would have to get 
that from the Department and submit it to you later if I may. 

Mr. Nasu. I will give it to you right now. And that is the con- 
trol and management machinery which we have found effective in 
other areas and which we wholeheartedly recommend. 

Mr. Scuerer. I didn’t understand your explanation. 

Mr. Nasu. By review of funds at periodic intervals, rather than by 
blanket availability, there is a management control which we think is 
helpful. We have found it true throughout the Federal Government, 
in all administrative activities. 

Mr. Batpwrn. As I understand it, you are recommending that. we 
strike out this clause in the bill and put in a specific contractual au- 
thority for the amounts authorized for this particular bill for 2 years. 
But once we put. in the specific contractual authority for these 2 years, 
once that is done it has exactly the same effect as if it were in the basic 
law. Isn't that true? 
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Mr. Nasu. I think our counsel disagreed with your counsel as to 
that. 

Is that right, Clif? 

Mr. Enrieip. Yes. It would have exactly that same effect as to this 
authorization. 

Mr. Bavpwin. All right. What I am driving at is that we are pass- 
ing these authorization bills every 2 years. So it is not getting out 
from under control of anybody. So we are going to be looking at 
this 2 years from now as far as lump sum authorizations anyway. 
So who are we harming by putting in the basic law the same kind 
of overall contractual authority applicable to the future bills which 
we have not yet passed but which we would have to pass. Who are 
we harming? 

Mr. Enrretp. The same result would be obtained by putting the 
contract authority in permanent, legislation as to forest ngewny au- 
thorizations and public land authorizations, as would be obtained if 
the contract. authority were included in each biennial authorization 
act. It would be the same result. 

Mr. Sutuivan. In other words, the question is whether the com- 
mittee wants to amend this law every 2 years or permanently, and 
make one change in title 23. The change must be made in either 
ease. As it now stands it applies to only prior authorizations, and 
would not apply to any of the funds on forest highways, roads and 
trails and park roads that are in the present bills before the committee. 

Mr. Batpwry. I don’t understand your reason, Mr. Nash, in saying 
this gives you management control. You are going to have the op- 

yrtunity to make a recommendation 2 years from now in th next 

ill, because we will come in with an authorization of mouetary 
amounts, and therefore you are going to have the same opportunity 
to make comments on it. 

Mr. Nasu. This seems to be helpful in that direction, in the opinion 
of the Department of Commerce and the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Batpwiy. Just what would the Bureau of the Budget have to 
do with this?’ Suppose we put in this contractual authority in this 
bill. How would it make any difference to the Bureau of the Budget 
- the way you operate in the next 2 years than if it were in the basic 
aw ¢ 

Mr. Nasu. We have requested biennially the authority to proceed 
with the program. 

Mr. Batpwin. But you would still have that opportunity on the 
lump-sum authorizations. This saves us putting in some wording 
when the act is passed every 2 years on the detailed procedure and 
contractual authority. 

Mr. Nasu. It would give us two methods of control and it seems 
helpful. We recommend it highly. 

Mr. Screrer. Could you have submitted from your Department a 
complete memo on this matter, with supporting arguments? 

Mr. Nasu. It is a complicated point. I am not technically familiar 
with this. I am sorry there seems to be some confusion. We will 
happily supply you with a joint position of the Department of Com- 
merce and its affiliate, the Bureau of Public Roads. We will try to 
get it to you very promptly. 
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Mr. Fatton. Let’s goon then. 

Mr. Nasu. Thank you. May I proceed? 

H.R, 10495 contains provisions authorizing funds for forest develop- 
ment roads and trails, park roads and trails, parkways, and interstate 
reservation roads and bridges. 

The Departments of Agriculture and Interior have provided further 
information with respect to these items. The President in his budget 
message pointed out that contract authority is available to finance 
planned construction of parkways, roads, and trails in the national 
parks and forests and on Indian lands during 1961. It was added 
that the budget contemplates that beginning in 1962 this construction 
should be financed by direct appropriations. 

Section 4(a) of ILR. 14095 would amend title 23, United States 
Code, section 129(c), which relates to Federal participation in the 
cost of projects approaching toll roads, bridges, and tunnels. This 
amendment would eliminate the present restrictive application of the 
subsection to only the expenditure of funds authorized to be appro- 

riated under the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1958 and previous acts. 
he amendment is considered to be a proper and desirable one. 

An additional amendment to title 23, United States Code, which 
is not included in H.R. 10495 but would be an appropriate part thereof, 
is an amendment to title 23, United States Code, section 305. This 
section now authorizes the use of “Funds authorized to be appropri- 
ated under the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1956” for archeological 
and paleontological salvage in connection with highway construction. 
The objectives of this section are desirable and important, and it is 
considered advantageous to extend the authority granted by the cited 
section to funds authorized by acts enacted subsequent to 1956. 

Draft legislation incorporating all of the suggestions which I 
have discussed has been submitted to the Congress. I have a copy 
of that draft legislation here with me, and would like to submit it to 
you for your consideration. If H.R. 10495 is amended so as to be 
consistent with our draft bill, it would be in accord with the pro- 
gram of the President. With your permission I would be happy to 
submit that. 

Are there any questions? 

Mr. Fation. Thank you, Mr. Nash. 

Congressman Johnson would like to make a statement. 


STATEMENT OF HON. HAROLD T. JOHNSON, A MEMBER OF 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


Mr. Jounson. Mr. Chairman, I am Congressman Harold T, John- 
son, of the Second Congressional District of California. 

The Second California District contains 10 national forests cover- 
ing 12,484,301 acres of land. I am, therefore, vitally interested in 
the matter now before this committee. 

Two of my colleague who have equal interests in national forests, 
Congressman Blatnik and Congresswoman Pfost, and I have dis- 
cussed this problem with many Members of the House. They have 
agreed with the views which will be set forth here. 

The following Members of Congress, listed here with their acreages 
in national forests within their Listricts, have given positive assur- 
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ance of their full support for the comprehensive program I shall 
outline: 


Name State Acreage Name State Acreage 
Stewart Arizona__--- 10, 689, 882 || Gracie Pfost..........-- 15, 504, 283 
James W. Arkansas.... 1, 161,131 || John Minnesota_ - 2, 445, 222 
Clem Miller............} California. 1, 191, 307 |} Lee Metcalf. 13,020,004 
Harold T. California...| 12, 484, 301 Leroy Montana_-_-_. 3, 615, 483 
John Moss. ......... California. 300, 811 Oklahoma. 185, 839 
John California___- AY Oregon....- 9, 304, 322 
California 1, 388, 360 || Charles Porter. ........| 4, 389, 278 
Harlan Hagen......._.- California... 1, 240, 883 || Mrs. Catherine May...| Washington. 1, 221, 319 
Byron L. Colorado... 1, 218, 142 |} Don Magnuson. 
Wayne Colorado... 9, 768, 833 |} Robert Kastenmeier....| Wisconsin... 17 
Donald R. Matthews_-| Florida---_- 180, 504 |} Alvin E. O’ Konski____- Wisconsin-_- 883, 265 


We agree generally that the present levels of natural resource road 
programs are inadequate to fill the job. 

For example, let us look at the situation as regards forest and 
timber access roads. The national forests, you may be surprised to 
learn, are nearly self-supporting. Their costs are offset by the sale 
of timber. 

Timber sales are not up to the desired or programed levels and 
one reason is the lack of adequate access roads. 

My colleagues, Congresswoman Pfost, Congressman Metcalf, and I 
have introduced identical bills, H.R. 10824, H.R. 7919 and H.R. 8179, 
in an effort to improve this situation. It is the desire of Congressman 
Metcalf, of myself and of the others for whom I speak today that 
the provisions be incorporated in Mr. Fallon’s bill, H.R. 10495, now 
before this committee. 

The current authorization for forest roads and trails is $30 million 
for the coming fiscal year. Mr. Fallon’s bill would continue this level 
during the next 2 years. It is our urgent request that this be in- 
creased to $40 million for fiscal 1962 and $50 million for fiscal 1963. 

This increase would permit implementation of the national forest 
program submitted by Secretary Benson last year. He estimated 
that an average investment of $60 million is needed for each of the 
next 12 years. Our proposal would move toward this goal. 

These roads service the resources development of 180 million acres 
of national forest. The major portion of the funds is for heavy duty 
gravel roads and bridges to permit timber harvest, recreation, mineral 
development and livestock movement. Timber cut on the national 
forests will exceed 11 billion board feet valued at $140 million. There 
will be more than 90 million recreational visits to the forests during 
the coming fiscal year. 

Firefighting is another vital factor in the picture. This cost the 
United States $26 million last season, plus losses in timber and other 
resources estimated at $30 million. Adequate roads could have re- 
duced this cost and losses. 

It is our desire that certain things be permitted to achieve fuller 
benefits from these appropriations. Our proposed bills, containing 
provisions from bills endorsed by the administration in the 85th Con- 
gress after the Highway Act for 1958 was through the Congress 
would permit : 

1. Maximum long-term economy in harvesting timber by the several 
methods now used including a stipulation that where a road is built 
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as a part of a timber contract, the estimated allowance will be stated 
in the advertisement and contract. 

9. Advisory public hearings in proposed construction. 

3. Cooperative road use agreements with private timber land 
owners including authority for the Secretary of Agriculture to col- 
lect fees for use of the roads. 

4, Collection of fees for road maintenance related to non-Federal 
timber, 

5. Simplified bookkeeping and pooling of fees to achieve most 
economical maintenance. 

6. Exchanging hauling rights with private landowners and _per- 
mitting the Secretary of Agriculture, only when mutual hauling needs 
exist, to refrain from granting rights to those who refuse to permit 
the Government to remove its timber. This will give the Secretary 
of Agriculture authorization similar to that of the Secretary of In- 
terior on other Federal lands. 

The other point, not included in the 1958 administration-supported 
legislation is limitation of funds to construction and reconstruction, 
thus bringing this section into harmony with forest highways, park 
roads and other authorizations which do not make funds available 
for maintenance. Maintenance as an annual expense needs no 
authorization, 

Our committee should, I believe, provide for a single source for road 
construction funds with appropriated funds. Our bill will do this, 
Additionally we should get better ground rules for the use of timber 

urchaser construction. In fiscal year 1956 when the authorization 
vy this committee provided $24 million the Forest Service secured 
another $24 million worth of roads by reduction in the price of their 
timber. In fiscal year 1961 with the authorization at $30 million 
timber purchaser road construction will be up to almost $48 million, 

Yesterday the planner of A.R.B.A. pointed out that road contracts 
were receiving more and more competition with a recent average of 
7.4 bids per job. We know from experience that in Forest Service 
timber sales where larger road jobs are tied in the number of bidders 
for what is a combined timber sale and road job is reduced sometimes 
to only one. 

We can achieve rea) savings having more roads built under con- 
tract by road contracts using appropriated funds as well as by adding 
the substantive changes that will improve operations where timber 
purchasers. 

We believe that this year, before we launch into next years heavy 
legislative program to revise the A~B-C and Interstate program we 
should handle this needed revision of policy guides for the Forest 
Service as a part of H.R. 10495. 

We, therefore, ask this committee to authorize $40 million for forest 
roads and trails in 1962 and $50 million the following year plus the 
provision in our bill. 

Mr. Scurrer. Will the gentleman yield, or perhaps I should wait 
until you finish your statement, but I may forget this particular por- 
tion which you have just read. 

As you so wel] point out, next year, after the two reports are made 
to the Congress, there are going to be some radical changes in the 
substantive highway law, as well as perhaps some radical changes in 
the financing provisions of the law. 
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This year, as you know, highways all over the country are suffering 
from the lack of funds. Don’t you think it would be best if your 
group waited until next year to press for your amendment. Today 
we are cutting back on the Interstate System by 20 or 25 percent. We 
are cutting back to a lesser degree on A—B-C funds. 

Do you think that this is the time to ask for an increase for these 
particular roads? Don’t you think you would be in a better a 
to accomplish what. you want after we have reviewed this whole high- 
way program, particularly the financing part of it as a result of the 
1961 reports. We might decide at that time to do what the administra- 
tion now requests, namely, provide for the payment of forest highways 
on the A—B-C system from trust funds. We are going in all proba- 
bility to find a broader base for financing this program. Don’t you 
think then would be the time that we should consider this request, 
rather than now, when every other highway system in the country, 
where certainly the needs are as great as yours are suffering and are 
being forced to take a cutback ¢ 

How can we ask this full Public Works Committee or the Congress 
for additional authorizations for your highways when we are cutting 
back on every other system ? 

Mr. Jonnson. Mr. Scherer, [ can only answer that by saying this: 
This relates to the national forest lands throughout the United States. 
I think time is of the essence. I think there is a greater allowable 
eut within the forest lands. There is a greater need all the time 
as to recreation requirements. There is a greater need for fire pro- 
tection. 

There is a greater need for disease control. I think if you would 
éxamine the Forest Service operations throughout the United States 
you would see that where every dollar was spent as to forest highways, 
or forest roads and trails, they have paid a real dividend to the Fed- 
eral Government. 

I think that the Forest Service today is on a paying basis, and it 
is only through the allowable cut of timber. [ think timber makes 
up 90 percent of the revenue of our national forests. There is still a 
great need for access roads, there is a great need for forest roads and 
trails and there is a great need for forest highways. 

Mr. Screrer. I don’t dispute what you say, because I am not famil- 
iar with your problem. I have heard about it as 1 have sat on this 
committee. So I will assume that everything you say is correct. 

But don’t we have the question of need with reference to highways? 
Doesn’t that need, in different degrees, exist even maybe more acutely 
inevery other community in the United States ! 

And with these systems receiving cutbacks of 25 percent, do you 
think we could even push through the Congress at this time an in- 
crease for these particular roads? 

If you have a case, and most likely you have, are we not going to 
be able to make that case far better next year than now. You will 
suffer perhaps a defeat this year and then it will make it so much more 
difficult for you to succeed next year. 

T am wondering whether you don’t want to consider advising your 
group, that while you have a case, and in all probability you have 
a good case, that your timing perhaps, this year, in view of what T 
have said, and some other factors that I haven’t talked about, is bad 


and will be much better next year. 
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I am going to say that same thing to the administration on the ad- 
ministration’s timing this year on a request for appropriating funds 
for the forest highways that are part of the A-B-C system, from the 
general fund, it “ transferred to the trust fund. I am in accord with 
that principle. 

I think it should be done. I don’t think it should be done this year 
for the same reasons that I have expressed to you about your proposi- 
tion. 

I don’t think it is going through. In the second place I think the 
chance of success next year is better. And I think that at that time 
we are going to have more sources of money. Certainly the adminis- 
tration won't find any objection to the request for the transfer of 
payment for these forest highways from general funds to trust funds. 

Mr. Jounson. I am still of the opinion that we should make an in- 
crease in these particular categories. And I base that upon the ad- 
ministration’s own Secretary of Agriculture, Mr. Benson’s remarks, 
when he stated that we should be putting $60 million into this particu- 
lar program a year. 

I know that the Forest Service, in their operation, and their sale 
of timber and management of the areas, have become self-sufficient. 
And it is only through proper access to these timber deposits that we 
are able to take out the values that are growing every year. 

And I think we should come up to that level where we can take 
out the amount of timber that is growing. We should cut the growth 
that is available. 

Another item, that you spoke of, I have a lot of opposition to see- 
ing this program go into the trust fund, particularly as it relates 
to our State, because California has a tremendous amount of forest 
highways that are not on the Federal-aid system. I think we have 
about, out of the 15 percent of forest highways that are not on the 
Federal-aid system, we have approximately 

Mr. Scuerer. Pardon me. Those that are not on the A-B-C 
system will be continued to be financed by direct appropriations 
from the general fund. I am only speaking about those sections 
that are on the A~B-C system, and that is what the administration 
proposes; namely that those sections that are on the A—B-C sys- 
tem to be financed out the trust fund rather than the general fund. 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, but I think we have a number of forest high- 
ways that are constructed in certain areas of California that are not 
on the Federal-aid system. Out of the 15 percent that are not, 60 
percent of those highways are in California, and I think it behooves 
all of us who represent our State, I would think, to see to it that 
we remain as a budget item program. 

Mr. Scuerer. Those parts that are not on the A~B-C system will 
continue to be financed from general funds. 

Mr. Scuwencen. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Scuerer. Yes. 

Mr. Scuwencex. I am impressed with your testimony, as I have 
been with those who have taken the same position that you have with 
reference to these roads in these areas. 

Mr. Jounson. I didn’t get the first part of your comment. 

Mr. Scuwencer. I am impressed with your statement and the need, 
and we have had other statements about need before this committee, 
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which have impressed us equally, some of them even more. While 
I am in sympathy with your position, we are faced with a ver 
practical problem which the gentleman from Ohio pointed out. 
am reminded also that each one of you who are pleading this par- 
ticular cause before us, make a great point of the recreation devel- 
opments. I am impressed with our responsibilities in that area, 
too. However, I don’t think you want to leave the impression that 
recreation is more important than the business activity to be gene- 
rated by completing the total Interstate System, or the defense value 
of this system which will suffer if we do now what you suggest. 

Do you agree with me on that? 

Mr. Jounson. Mr. Schwengel, I realize we need to perfect this 
Interstate System, and it is going to cost a tremendous amount of 
money to provide the necessary highways to perfect the system. But 
at the same time I don’t think we can sit idly by and allow these 
forest resources to go to waste, you might say, because we are losing 
this timber by fire; we are losing it by disease, and there is a sizable 
amount of money that can come from it. 

I think in the long run what forest highways or forest roads and 
trails we provide, the Government will be well paid in the final 
end for their expenditure of funds. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I don’t question that is true. But isn’t it also true 
of the A-B-C roads? The dollar invested there is great, and most 
certainly the testimony has been most impressive before this committee 
on the value of the Interstate System. 

Mr. Jounson. That is true. I match the recreation dollar, timber 
dollar, in my area—that is our economy, that is our business. 

Mr. Batpwin. Would the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Scuwence.. Yes. 

Mr. Batpwin. There is one point in Mr. Schwengel’s argument that 
maybe isn’t exactly in accordance with the facts as I understand them, 
If I understand Mr. Schwengel’s argument, he stated that if the for- 
est highway funds were increased, it would take a further reduction 
out of the interstate highways or the A-B-C roads. Actually, that 
wouldn’t be the case, because under our authorizing acts in the past 
the forest highways come out of the general fund, they do not come 
out of the trust fund. The trust fund is only used for the interstate 
highways and the A~B-C roads, and therefore, whatever we appro- 
priate or authorize for the forest highways, would have no effect what- 
soever on the amount we would actually be expending for interstate 
highways and A-B-C roads. I think Mr. Schwengel’s argument was 
to the effect if we increase this, we would reduce those. 

Mr. Scuwencex. It would if we adopted the principle which the 
administration hopes to adopt with which I agree. I think they 
should come out of the trust fund eventually. We may not be able to 
do it this year. Eventually I think we will move in that direction. I 
think it makes sense that we should. It may not affect this year, but 
it would when and if we change the policy in that regard. 

Further on this recreation, you said, I believe, that you estimated 
some 90 million people in that area use the recreation facilities. 

Mr. Jonnson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuwencet. In Iowa, in certain of our recreation areas, we ask 
the people to help pay the cost of those recreation areas we furnish. 
Is there any income that the Federal Government gets ? 
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Mr. Jounson. Yes. Our National Park Service charges a fee to 
enter their facilities, and the Forest Service in a great many of their 
built-up and improved areas charge a small fee, also. 

Mr. Scuwenceu. Isn’t some of that money used now for roads, 
this Mission 66 that we see advertised and talked about ? 

Mr. Jounson. That is right. Mission 66 is another program of 
park islands. That is, roads are eligible under Mission 66 authoriza- 
tion. 

Mr. Scuwencen. Isn’t there a possibility to find some money there 
to take care of this need that. you are referring to? 

Mr. Jounson. I think all the money goes into the general pot and 
I think they are appropriated out of the general fund by authoriza- 
tions passed by the Congress in annual appropriations. 

mr. ScuweEncet. Do they charge for all those areas, all recreation 
areas? 

Mr. Jonnson. Not all of the Forest Service campgrounds make a 
charge. Those which are developed and built up do. 

Mr. Fauion. The chairman has an observation. 

The committee is not going to sit this afternoon. If we can get 
along as quickly as possible with the witnesses, we might be able to 
complete it this morning. 

Mr. Bautpwin. Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I am very 
familiar with the area represented by Congressman Johnson. He has 
the largest congressional district in the United States, with the ex- 
ception of one in Montana, if my memory serves me correctly, the 
whole Sierra Nevada, about 500 or 600 miles in length, if not more. 
I spent every summer vacation I ever had in California in his district. 
1 want to congratulate him for a very able statement of the problem 
he has in that district. 

Mr. Fation. Will you proceed, Mr. Johnson? 

Mr. Jounson. This brings us then to the requested authorizations 
for the other types of natural resource roads. Taking them in order: 


FOREST HIGHWAYS 


The current annual authorization is $30 million. Mr. Fallon’s bill 
would increase this to $33 million. We ask for an annual authoriza- 
tion of $40 million for 1962 and 1963. 

The need for an expanded forest highway system is well set forth 
in Committee Print 16, House Committee on Public Works “Report on 
the Forest Highway Study.” 

These are roads eligible for 100 percent Federal financing construc- 
tion which are of primary importance to States, counties, and com- 
munities which are within or saineint to national forests. Since 1922, 
$1 billion has been invested in these roads, of which 30 percent has 
come from the forest highway authorization. Another 25 percent has 
come from other Federal sources, mainly A—B-C funds, and the re- 
maining 45 percent from matching State and local funds. 

At the current authorization level of $30 million the Federal share 
in the total program will be only 15 percent. The $40 million proposed 
would move the Federal Government back toward the historic re- 
lationship of 30 percent Federal lands. This will permit a modest in- 
crease in activity over recent years. 
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PUBLIC LAND HIGHWAYS 


Mr. Fallon’s bill would continue this program at its current author- 
ization of $3 million a year. In this we concur. This authorization 
fulfills critical road needs where sections of highway lying entirely 
on the Federal Government domain need construction or reconstruc- 
tion. A backlog of roads estimated at over $15 million still is in this 
category and the continuation of the authorization at existing levels 
will reduce this need measurably. 


NATIONAL PARK ROADS AND TRAILS 


The current authorization is $18 million, which Mr. Fallon’s bill 
would continue. We are asking a slight increase in this to make the 
authorization for the next 2 fiscal years $20 million. 

These funds meet the important road needs in the national parks 
in accordance with the excellent Mission 66 program. More than 60 
million visitors use our overcrowded national parks, and inadequate 
roads still are far too prevalent. I can speak on this from firsthand 
knowledge in that two national parks, Yosemite and Lassen, and two 
national monuments, Death Valley and Lava Beds, are within the 
Second Congressional District. 

Total road needs for the national parks are $317 million, of which 
$205 million represents Mission 66 plans. The balance left to com- 
plete in the last 5 years of the program is only $125 million, or less 
than half the need. The proposed increase will close the gap some- 
what. 

PARKWAYS 


The current authorization for this is $16 million. We concur with 
Mr. Fallon’s position that this should be continued at the present 
levels. Presently contemplated parkways under Mission 66 total 
$202 million. Remaining construction will cost $125 million. We 
think the Park Service can operate this program better. By restrict- 
ing its activities strictly to road construction on this parkway author- 
ization the service will increase the mileage constructed with no in- 
crease in authorization. 

To recap, gentlemen, my colleagues and I represent 100 million acres 
of national forest land and the areas where our parks and public lands 
predominate urge you to provide: 


(In millions of dollars} 


Section Item Current au- | H.R. 10495 Requested 
(FI.R. 10495) thorization | authorization 
Forest highways. ................. 33 33 

Indian reservation 12 12 15 
Public Lands Highways. 3 3 3 


On the substantive provisions in H.R. 7919 we will work with you 
to hammer out satisfactory language which will meet the need. Con- 
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gressman Metcalf is submitting to the committee a revised version 
of the substantive language which contains major improvements for 
operating and fiscal efficiency. 

I think you gentlemen understand the problem. Those of us who 
represent Forest Service districts are vitally interested in seeing an 
increase in the appropriations affecting forest highways, forest roads 
and trails. 

Mr. Faton. I can understand that. And I think that over the 
years the committee has heard a lot of witnesses testify to that effect. 

I think we have a full knowledge of the situation. If we can get 
over it as quickly as possible, I can tell you when we get into executive 
session. Mr. “Mac” is going to give us another lesson on it. 

Mr. Jounson. In full committee we will probably have a further 
discussion, those of us representing these areas. [But there are two 
other matters, Mr. Scherer and Mr. Schwengel both mentioned, that 
they were in favor of seeing this item transferred to the trust fund 
as far as—— 

Mr. ScuweEnce. Not this year. 

Mr. JoHnson. I want to go on record that we are not now in Cali- 
fornia, at least I am not, because under our complicated system we 
have been doing very well with the forest highway moneys, forest 
roads and trails money, being allocated to the various areas of Cali- 
fornia by the joint committee of our State highway engineer, the re- 
gional director of the Forest Service, and the Bureau of Public Roads. 

Mr. Scuerer. Suppose after these 1961 reports are in, and we find 
a better and more adequate way of financing all of our highways and 
suppose as a result you get more money for your forest highways. 
You wouldn’t care if the money came out of the trust fund or whether 
it came from general appropriations would you ? 

Mr. Jounson. We would have to be very careful that the old 
formula, or the old method of allocating these funds to the areas, 
would be allocated in the forest regions. In California we have a 
very complicated system. Every dime that goes to California out of 
the trust fund, as  cnaucibant it, goes into the general fund pot out 
there and it is broken down 55-45, south, north, and then you go into 
the mail formula, and each county participates. 

Mr. Scuerer. I am just assuming that you are going to get all of 
these things that you get now, and maybe it will not even be as com- 
plicated under the plan that may be eventually worked out. 

If you get as much or more money than you are getting now from 
the general fund, you wouldn't care too much, would you, if the funds 
came from the general fund or from the trust fund ? 

Mr. Jounson. I would have to take a very good look at it, Mr. 
Scherer. 

Mr. Scuerer. I understand that. If I were in your position I 
would, too. But the only thing I am trying to say to you today is 
that I am sympathetic toward your position; I think forest highways, 
the same as a other highways of this country, must be improved. 


The only thing I am trying to say is that I believe your timing would 
be better, your chances for success would be greater, if we considered 
your request next year when we are going to consider a lot of changes 
in basic highway legislation and basic highway financing. 
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Mr. Jounson. I slightly disagree with you there. I think now is 
the time. 


Mr. Chairman, I want to thank you for the opportunity of appear- 
ing here. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES 0. PORTER, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Porter. Mr. Chairman, in view of the time, I would like to 
highlight my statement. 

y district is southwestern Oregon. I won’t argue about who has 
the most trees. We havea lot in Oregon. 

Section 2(f) is one I would like to call to the committee’s attention 

articularly. I think the committee knows that the Bureau of Land 
eee the one which deals with reciprocal road rights which 
go back to the days when you had homesteaders who couldn’t get out 
of Government lands, they were given the right to go over Govern- 
— land but the Government never got the right to go over their 
land. 

This goes back to the last century. BLM has always had this 
right, and it has been very handy for them when they want to get 
reciprocal road rights, to help them in their work. It made it much 
more efficient. 

Unhappily, the Forest Service hasn’t had that. This is section 
2(f) of Mr. Metcalf’s bill, and I filed one just like it also, which gives 
them the reciprocal road right-of-way. 

I call your attention to this because I have had personal experience 
with this as a lawyer out there and a Congressman, and have seen how 
this handicaps the Forest Service. 

I have a letter which I would like to include in the record. Mr. 
Chairman, I would like to have appended, with your permission, at 
the end of my testimony, five letters I have received from various 
people in and out of Oregon about this bill. 

Mr. Fatton. If there is no objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. Porrer. One of them, from the Weyerhaeuser Timber Co. 
counsel, Mr. Dan Smith, makes the point that there ought to be some 
sort of judicial procedure when you have these reciprocal road rights- 
of-way, to see whether the deal which has been worked out is fair. 
There isn’t such a procedure with BLM. I am not going to try to 
solve this problem. I have letters here on both sides of it. I think 
your committee will have to consider whether or not to go beyond 
what is being done for BLM. 

I think it has worked fairly well. I certainly wouldn’t be against 
more due process, and perhaps provide for judicial review, 

I would be glad to answer any questions. In view of the lateness 
of the hour, those are all my remarks. 

Mr. Fation. Thank you very much. 

(Statement of Congressman Porter follows :) 


STATEMENT OF Hon. CHARLES O. PorTER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM 
THE STATE OF OREGON 


Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, I certainly appreciate this 
opportunity to appear here today for a few minutes in support of my bill, H.R. 
8645, which is, as you know, identical to Congressman Metcalf’s bill, H.R. 7919. 
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It is a companion to a bill introduced in the other body, S. 2240, by Senator 
James Murray and a number of others. I assure you I intend to take up very 
little of the valuable time of this committee. My district is southwestern Oregon. 
Federal timber sales are essential to our economy. 

Before I get into the substance of my testimony, however, I would just like 
to say that I have received from three of my colleagues, Congresswoman Gracie 
Pfost and Congressmen John Blatnik and H. T. Johnson, a proposal for author- 
izations under the Federal-Aid Highway Act for the 1962-638 biennium. The 
proposal included sums to be authorized for forest development roads and 
trails as well as forest highways and many other public road developments in 
parks, on Indian lands, and on other public domain lands. I have studied these 
proposals carefully and I want to offer at this time my endorsement of the 
figures they have presented for the attention of the committee. Especially 
do I concur in the statement made by them in their letter to me that the costs 
of forests roads and highways are more than offset by revenues from the sale 
of timber and from grazing and leasable mineral rights. 

As for the bill which I have introduced, I want to go on record with as 
emphatic an endorsement as possible of its need and purposes. 

I particularly call your attention to the larger authorizations set forth in 
section 1. 

I am sure that this committee will be able to take the testimony of those 
in favor of the legislation as submitted and those who feel it should be modi- 
fied and come up with a fully workable compromise. What is important here is 
that a piece of legislation in this field is overdue and is most necessary. Precise 
wordage of the various provisions is a technical matter for this committee 
to decide. 

I should think that the effect of sections 2(b) and 2(c) would be good and 
could be provided for by the Forest Service without too much difficulty. Sec- 
tions 2(d) and 2(e) are in much the same category. 

However, when we come to section 2(f), I do feel I am qualified to give you 
the benefit of some of my own experience in the field. This section, as I am sure 
you are wll aware, authorizes the exchange of hauling rights or rights-of-way, 
with the provision that, where a mutual need exists, the Secretary of Agricul- 
ture may make a condition that the granting of any right-of-way or permission 
to cross national forest or other land under the jurisdiction of the Department 
of Agriculture is subject to the granting to the United States of reciprocal 
rights. 

In other words, it makes it certain that the Federal Government has an equal 
advantage in these negotiations where a private owner needs to cross Govern- 
ment land to haul out its timber and the Government needs to cross private land 
for the same reason. And I think it’s about time the Federal Government had a 
fair shake in its dealings with the big timber operators in the West. 

This authority to require equal rights is certainly fair and equitable. I don’t 
see where anyone can argue with any force that the Government, as a manager 
of vast resources, should be deprived of this bargaining right. 

At the conclusion of my testimony I would like the committee’s permission 
to append, for the record of these hearings, copies of five letters addressed to 
me by people in or concerned with my State who are vitally interested in this 
legislation. I sent out, last summer, copies of Congressman Metealf’s bill, 
H.R. 7919, to a large number of lumbermen, logging contractors, public officials 
and others vitally interested in this type of legislation. I sent a cover letter 
in which I asked for their opinions on the legislation and I got back a substantial 
number of interesting replies. I have picked out what I thought were the most 
interesting and would be the most valuable to the members and staff of this 
committee. I would like, Mr. Chairman, to ask permission at this point to ap- 
pend these letters to my testimony. 

I think that one of the letters, the one from the general counsel of the big 
Weyerhaeuser Timber Co., which owns huge resources and facilities in my 
district, is of particular interest. The counsel for the firm, Mr. Dan Smith, 
takes issue with section 2(f) in no uncertain terms. However, I still feel 
that his objections can be met with equity—perhaps through some language to 
provide for judicial review of departmental determinations. 

Another of the letters, this one from Mr. Leonard B. Netzorg, counsel for 
the Western Forest Industries Association, takes exactly the opposite point of 
view and says that there is no demonstrated need for expanding the scope of 
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judicial review in such cases. I’m sure you could get many different view- 
points on this, almost in proportion to the number of witnesses you might 
invite. 

Section 2(f) in the bill would be equitable and would be fair. It would 
certainly correct the existing unfair situation under which owners of land 
within the boundaries of national forests have the right of “ingress and egress,” 
as the lawyers put it, over public domain national forest land—but at the 
same time these property owners are not now required to grant the United 
States similar rights over their lands, even though the Federal Government 
has a clear need for these rights. 

I am particularly interested in this section of the bill before us because it 
has happened several times that large blocks of Federal timber in my district 
have been rendered inaccessible—not because the roads were not there, not be- 
cause the hills were too steep, not because the snow was too deep, but simply 
because there was no legal right-of-way over private land so we could get to 
this timber. 

These same private owners are protected by law so that this cannot happen 
to them. It’s a very old law—the act of June 4, 1897—30 Stat. 36; 15 U.S.C. 
478. But it hasn't gained anything in equity over the 68 intervening years. 
It’s about time we took a look at it, I think. 

The heart of my proposal is that when a mutual need exists for access to 
and across such lands the Government may demand that, in return for grant- 
ing any right of way or permission to cross national forest land, it may re- 
quire the reciprocal granting to it of hauling rights or rights of way across 
the private lands involved. This is not asking too much. The Bureau of Land 
Management has had these reciprocal rights for many years. 

You may say that it could be more fair if it were protected by judicial proc- 
ess beyond the departmental determination. If that is the thinking of the 
committee, well and good. I certainly have no objection to due process. 

As for section 4 and removing the 10 percent of national forest receipts now 
used for roads and trails, I favor the general idea of having the Public Works 
Committee legislate in the field of capital improvements, leaving the field of 
maintenance up to the annual appropriation duties of the Appropriations 
Committee. 

I hope that the members of this committee will support legislation similar 
to that which I have introduced. It was a pleasure to appear here today. 

I will certainly try to answer any questions the members of the committee 
may have about my bill. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for letting me have these few minutes to express 
my opinions about these matters which are, as you know, very important in the 
Fourth District of Oregon. 


(Letters referred to follow :) 


Aveust 38, 1959. 
Hon. CHARLES O. PoRTER, 


U.S. House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CHARLEY: We appreciate your forwarding us a copy of HR. 7919 and 
giving us an opportunity to comment on it. 

We have discussed the bill with Len Netzorg and Joe McCracken, and agreed 
with suggestions they made to you by letter dated July 17, 1959. In general, 
we feel the following requirements are necessary to efficient national forest 
management as regards access road problems: 

(1) Adequate financing. 

(2) Authority for demanding reciprocal rights. 

(3) Right to charge a reasonable rate for hauling private timber over Gov- 
ernment roads. 

(4) Declaration of intent from Congress to the Secretary of Agriculture to 
make full use of eminent domain powers in event negotiations for roads are 
not consummated within 1 year from start of such negotiations. 

It seems to me, Charley, that H.R. 7919 is a big step in the right direction in 
solving road problems. No doubt some amendments are in order, but basically 
I am in favor of the bill. 

The recent announcement from the Willamette National Forest of a timber sale 
place reduced some 300 million board feet from last year doesn’t give industry 

53268—60——10 


y | 
ie 
r- 
le | 
d 
n 
1e 
ly 
ts 
le 
is 
in 
se 
ji- | 
is 
pe 
1d 
re 
1- 
nt 
al 
al 
nd 
’t 
on 
to 
lis 
il, 
ils 
er 
ial 
st 
1is 
ip- 

} 
ig 
ny 
th, 
pel 

to 
‘or 
of 
of 


142 FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT OF 1960 


in your district much to look forward to. I don’t understand the reasons for 
the cut and further investigation is certainly needed. 
Thank again for your informative letter and constant effort in behalf of the 
lumber industry. 
Very truly yours, 
PorRTLAND MANUFACTURING Co., 
DUANE AUTZEN, President. 


Rosesure, Orea., July 15, 1959. 
Hon. CHARLES O. PORTER, 
Member of Congress, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D.C. 

FRIEND CHARLES: I have carefully read H.R. 7919, a copy of which you en- 
closed to me July 9. I cannot see anything wrong with the bill and think ita 
step in the right direction and would remedy some of the faults of the Forest 
Service road program. 

I cannot, however, agree that the Forest Service road policies are the princi- 
pal grounds for the protest of the move to consolidate the BLM lands into the 
Forest Service. There are many reasons why this should not be done and the 
road policies of the Forest Service are only one of them. 

Thank you for your letter of the 9th, and wishing you the best of success. 

Sincerely, 
V. T. JAcKSON, 
Douglas County Judge. 


Port Orrorp Pirywoop Corp., 
Port Orford, Oreg., July 15, 1959. 
Hon. CHARLES O. PORTER, 
House Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Porter: Your request for comments regarding H.R. 7919 is at hand 
and the opportunity for comment is appreciated. In general, the bill should 
tend to overcome some of the difficulties encountered by the Forest Service. 

We heartily concur with the request for additional funds for access roads. 

Under 2(a) of the bill, if I interpret it properly, it appears that a sale pur- 
chaser could not build roads at a cost in excess of $5,000 per mile unless Con- 
gress had first rejected an appropriation for such a road. This clause would 
almost eliminate operator-built roads in Curry County and would certainly slow 
down the sale program. I would think such limitations might better be stated 
“as from time to time might be determined by the forest officer.” It is my 
opinion that discretion of an officer at a lower level rather than rigid legislation 
is often more effective. 

Regarding section 2(f) in addition to provision for reciprocal agreements it 
seems that stronger use of condemnation procedures might be very effective. I 
am not certain what the legal aspects are, but I know the Forest Service is 
reluctant to proceed. 

Cooperative roadbuilding looks good, but does the bill permit a use charge 
for private timber hauled over Forest Service roads until the construction cost 
is amortized? 

Again, I thank you for your consideration and good luck with H.R. 7919. 

Very truly yours, 
JosePH K. Zoox, Manager. 


WEYERHAEUSER TIMBER Co., 
LAW DEPARTMENT, 
Tacoma, Wash., July 28, 1959. 


Hon. Crarzes O. Porter, 
House Office Building, Washington, D.C. 


Deak CHARLIE: It was kind of you to write to both Jo Julson and me soliciting 
our views on H.R. 7919. I note you have asked particularly for comments on 
section 2(f). Accordingly, I will limit my comments in this letter to that section. 
In the interest of completeness, I will repeat some of the comments I made dur- 
ing our visit in Washington. 
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Section (f) will affect all owners of land who can reach their own land only 
by crossing Forest Service lands. This means that the impact of the section will 
be limited to those areas where the Forest Service has a checkerboard pattern 
of ownership. A glance at the Forest Service ownership pattern in Oregon high- 
lights two consequences of this fact. First, many of the Forest Service access 
problems can be solved only by securing rights from landowners who do not have 
to cross Forest Service lands, and, as a result, will not be subject to this section. 
Secondly, there will be many owners of farms and other nontimbered lands who 
do have to cross Forest Service lands, so that the impact of the legislation will 
not be limited to timber owners. 

The second sentence of section (f), to which we strongly object, empowers 
the Forest Service to deny to private owners access to their own lands unless 
such private owners grant “hauling rights or rights-of-way and easements” 
across private lands “to the extent the Secretary deems equitable.” The Forest 
Service has advised us that the primary objective of this legislation is not to ob- 
tain “raw land” rights-of-way, i.e., mere access, but to obtain an interest in exist- 
ing roads built through private investment by these landowners. As one of the 
Assistant Chiefs put it, honestly if not artfully, they ‘“‘want leverage to force 
industry to enter into mutual agreements.” 

As a background for evaluating this proposal, you will have in mind that the 
States of Oregon and Washington long ago recognized that the power of one 
landowner to prevent another landowner from reaching his lands could effec- 
tively prevent the other landowner from realizing the benefits of his ownership. 
Accordingly, both Oregon and Washington have given to private landowners the 
right to condemn rights-of-way necessary to reach their lands. Similarly, each 
State, as the owner of large acreages, has laws which make it mandatory for the 
State to grant crossing rights where necessary to provide access to private lands. 
These laws, in effect, waived sovereign immunity to this limited extent. During 
the period when these laws were being adopted in Oregon and Washington, the 
national forests were created. One section in the 1897 law gave to private land- 
owners the right to cross Forest Service lands to reach their own lands. It is 
this law which the second sentence of section (f) would largely nullify. 

On several occasions we have successfully negotiated agreements with both the 
Federal Government and private companies pursuant to which the Government 
or the private company obtained a right to use our roads on a permanent basis. 
We are confident that in most instances a mutually satisfactory arrangement can 
be made. However, as in every buyer-seller negotiation, reasonable buyers and 
reasonable sellers may disagree. In the event of such disagreement, if the Forest 
Service proposal were adopted, we would have no recourse but to accept the 
determination by one of the parties to the negotiation as to what it thought a fair 
pice would be. The Forest Service argues that we would not be compelled to 


accept their proposition. However, our refusal to accept their proposition would 


result in our forfeiting all the timber to which they denied us access. Normally 


the value of such timber would be in excess of the value of the road, so that 


this right to refuse their offer is a very empty one. 

We asked the lawyers for the Forest Service whether they could cite a 
single instance in which the United States has taken away the right of a 
property owner to have a court determination of the value of the property in- 
terest the Government seeks to acquire. They could not do so. 

In your letter you characterize section 2(f) as providing— 

oie ai tool to the Forest Service in negotiating for rights of way and 
road use.” 
At the present time I believe there is a relative equality of bargaining position. 
In view of the power of the United States to secure immediate possession of 
prope ‘tv upon the filing of a declaration of taking, it cannot be denied access to 
its timber. Conversely, the 1897 law insures access to the private landowner. 
Section 2(f) would completely upset this relationship, leaving the Government 
with a power limited only by the value of the private timber which would be 
forfeited by denial of access. We in turn would have no bargaining position. 
In fact, since the Administrative Procedure Act would be inapplicable (counsel 
for the Forest Service so advises), we would not even have the limited right 
to attack a determination as being arbitrary, capricious, or fraudulent. 

While this letter has already been prolonged unduly, I think it worth while 
mentioning the kinds of problems that inevitably arise in a road negotiation, 
some of which are difficult if not impossible to resolve. 
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1. As you know, the Forest Service asserts that the amount it would pay 
for an interest in a road should be determined by the total volume of timber 
tributary to that road. This gives rise to the following problems, among others: 

(a) The Forest Service will pay differing amounts for roads having iden- 
tical values. The road owner who is not located in a checkerboard area and, 
consequently, would not be subject to section (f) of the act, may refuse to 
abide by this arbitrary approach that makes the compensation payable for 
the road depend upon circumstances unrelated to its value. If the United 
States condemns the road, the amount the road owner receives will be based 
upon its value, rather than upon fortuitous circumstances of timber own- 
ership. 

(b) Even if a road owner is willing to accept the amortization approach, 
there are many difficulties involved in determining tributary volumes. As 
George Weyerhaeuser mentioned to you in his recent letter, the Forest 
Service has publicly stated that there are 3,600 million feet of timber tribu- 
tary to the Middle Santiam Road. Nevertheless, in their preliminary dis- 
cussions with us, they have asserted that their payment would be based 
on a lower volume. 

(c) We are conducting negotiations with the Bureau of Land Manage- 
ment regarding the South Coos River Road. We agree as to the tributary 
area and the volume of timber in it, but there is a significant disagree- 
ment as to how the tributary timber will be moved out of the area. We 
have recently completed, at a cost of over $750,000, a road going from the 
South Coos River to our dump at Allegany. Because of limited dumping 
facilities on the South Coos River, and because of operating considerations 
that make the duplication of shop and other facilities undesirable, we know 
that a substantial part of the timber will be transported over this new road 
to Allegany. However, the Bureau, for the purpose of determining the 
share of replacement value to be paid by Bureau timber, refuses to recog- 
nize that any of our timber will be hauled over our newly completed road. 

(d@) We have reached agreement, in principle, with the Forest Service for 
the joint financing of a logging road in the Greenwater watershed in the 
Snoqualmie Forest in Washington. In this watershed, the ownership pat- 
tern is typical of that which prevails in most areas. Our ownership is 
concentrated at the lower end of the road, and the Forest Service owner- 
ship is concentrated at the upper end of the road. As a consequence, the 
Forest Service use of the road, as measured by log mileage, is higher than 
its proportion of timber ownership. Many of the people in the Forest 
Service, in recognition of this general pattern, urge that timber location 
should be disregarded in determining compensation for the use of a road. 
This contrasts with the position of the Bureau of Land Management, where 
roads are segmented so as to recognize the differences in aggregate use 
resulting from timber location. 

2. Both the Forest Service and the Bureau of Land Management recognize 
that compensation for the use of a road should reflect its replacement value. 
Replacement value is based primarily on quantities and unit costs. Inevitably, 
both of these are matters with respect to which even experts occasionally find 
difficulty in reaching agreement. In our current South Coos River negotiations 
with the Bureau of Land Management, we find ourselves so far apart that the 
importance of judicial protection is brought home quite forcefully. We are 
concerned in that case with the value of 6.3 miles of road owned by us. Asa 
general rule of thumb, a surfaced road will have a yard of base rock and sur- 
face rock per lineal foot of length. This would mean that the road in question 
would have somewhere around 33,000 yards of rock. On the basis of our exami- 
nation, we claimed slightly in excess of 25,000 yards. The Bureau, however, 
claims there are only 9,790 yards of rock. Our engineers claim the most super- 
ficial visual inspection would demonstrate the inadequacy of this estimate. We 
seem to be equally far apart with respect to unit rates for common excavation 
and rock excavation. Our rates are based upon contract rates we have paid 
to third persons for work done in the Coos Bay area. We have shown these 
contracts to the BLM. 

It is not my purpose in this letter to say that we are 100-percent right or that 
the Bureau is 100-percent wrong. At the same time, it seems to me that we 
are so far apart that it is impossible for any fair-minded person to say that the 
Bureau is 100 percent right and we are 100 percent wrong. Yet, there is noth- 
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ing we can do to protect our investment in this road and the timber which it 
serves. 

3. Regardless of how anxious the parties may be to reach agreement, road 
negotiations are complicated and lengthy. Our present negotiations in the South 
Coos River Road commenced with the filing of an application last November 
for a bare right-of-way across which we proposed to extend our South Coos 
River Road. We had an immediate need for this extension to salvage some 
blow-down timber. We have had numerous meetings with the Bureau, but we 
are still pretty far apart on value because of the considerations explained in 
the previous paragraphs. We are faced with the alternative of sacrificing sev- 
eral thousand dollars of value resulting from the deterioration of our timber 
on the one hand or giving up a substantial amount of value in our road. After 
carefully balancing the alternatives, we feel that yielding to all the demands 
of the Bureau with respect to the road valuation would be even more costly than 
a sacrifice of value of our timber. 

George Weyerhaeuser’s recent letter pointed up the delays involved in our 
Middle Santiam Road negotiations. It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that if 
section 2(f) of H.R. 7919 is adopted we will be subject to equally wasteful 
delays in reaching timber blocked by the Forest Service. This will be a case 
of concern to you, I am sure, not only because of the dollars lost to the owner 
of the timber but because of the hours of employment that will be lost in your 
district. 

4. Some people have asserted that it is the desire of road owners to monop- 
olize Federal timber that is at the bottom of the difficulties of the Forest Service 
and the BLM in securing road-use rights. I hope that the experiences outlined 
above have pointed up what we believe to be the real basis for these difficulties. 
Of equal importance is the fact, with which I believe you are familiar, that we 
have not been buying Federal timber at either Coos Bay or Springfield. Conse- 
quently, even in the absence of the problems referred to above, no such motivation 
could operate in our case. 

We recognize that there are considerations of expediency, particularly the 
desire to finance road acquisitions through timber sales, upon which the Forest 
Service relies to support this legislation. Similar and equally compelling con- 
siderations would require that owners of property needed for our Federal high- 
way program give up their constitutional rights to judicial protection. 

I hope that we can work out some method for reconciling the legitimate 
objectives of the Forest Service (and the Bureau of Land Management) with 
the basic rights which are recognized in the case of all owners of property which 
is not so located as to require them to stand suspensefully under this sword of 
Damocles. 

I will look forward to discussing the contents of this letter with you when you 
are out here next fall. 

Sincerely yours, 
Dan SMITH. 


Law Orrices, LEONARD B. NETzoRG, 
Portland, Oreg., July 17, 1959. 
Hon. CHARLES QO. PORTER, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DeaR CHARLIE: Thanks for your letters on the Murray-Metcalf bill. 

Section 2(f), the heart of the measure, adopts the principle of reciprocal road 
use on intermingled lands in the national forests. We have steadfastly advo- 
cated this as essential to putting the full volume of public timber, within sus- 
tained yield limits, on the market. With the renewed support of Westerners 
in Congress and, at last with administration support for this provision (H.R. 
7320, S. 1797) we have considerable hope that before long the Forest Service will 
be able to insist, as does BLM, upon reciprocal road use rights in areas of inter- 
mingled land ownership. When hearings are held we shall probably suggest a 
couple of simple amendments to this section for the purpose of closing avenues 
of avoidance. O. & C. experience prior to 1950 indicates that such technical 
amendments may be desirable. 

A second important part of the bill relates to the authority of the Forest 
Service to charge when private timber is hauled over its access roads. The For- 
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est Service already has the authority to charge for the use of access roads (1) 
constructed by operators as an aspect of their timber sales and (2) constructed 
with moneys appropriated through the 10 percent fund. To date the Forest 
Service has not chosen to make such charges. 

Instead the Forest Service has indicated to us that it prefers to wait until it 
is freed from the prohibition against tolls that is imposed on roads built with 
moneys appropriated pursuant to section 23 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act, 
as amended. Section 2(d) of the Murray-Metcalf bill would enable the Forest 
Service to make such charges on these roads, as well. 

Oregon and California roads are now available for use for hauling private 
timber upon the payment of fair fees under a formula similar to that contained 
in the Murray-Metcalf bill. In this fashion private timber pays its fair share 
of the cost of access and does not receive a subsidy in the form of free trans- 
portation over roads that are built with public funds primarily for timber hauling 
purposes. So long as the fees are fair and reasonable there can be little objection. 

One reason the Forest Service constantly assigns for its failure to employ 
eminent domain to get road use in checkerboard areas is its assertion that it 
cannot properly recapture any of its investment from the private timber that 
uses the road. As pointed out above, this excuse has elements of the specious. 
Enactment of the pending provision should remove this excuse. Perhaps then 
the Forest Service will be more diligent in opening large blocks of public timber 
that are now inaccessible. 

The proviso in section 2(a) would limit operator construction of roads if, 
among other things, the full amount of an appropriation or contract authority 
is not obligated for access roads. The operation of this provision is not en- 
tirely clear to us. Possibly because it is not clear, we are not certain as to its 
administrative feasibility. 

The increase in authorizations from the present $30 million annually to $40 
million in fiscal 1962 and $50 million in fiscal 1963 is, of course, welcome and 
needed. In order that the funds appropriated thereunder for construction may 
not be siphoned off, perhaps there ought to be included a provision that such 
funds shall not be used for maintenance, as would be possible under the lan- 
guage now in the bill. This would force the Forest Service to include the 
maintenance item in its operating budget and assure Congress that money 
appropriated for construction actually results in the extension of access road 
Systems. 

Section 4 would repeal the law whereby 10 percent of all forest revenues are 
automatically and permanently appropriated for access roads in the States in 
which the funds originated. The existing law in effect sets a floor below which 
the Forest Service cannot go in allotting money to this region. We shall want 
to think more about this provision before taking a position on it. 

In line 16 on page 2, there is a reference to Forest Service determination of 
“the fair market value” of the timber it sells. Presumably this is meant to refer 
to the “appraised value” that the law now prescribes (16 U.S.C. 476). 

In the fiscal 1960 budget justification the administration finally agreed with 
our position that in the Pacific Northwest the Government has a:monopoly on 
the stumpage that is available for purchase by operators. 

As in any monopoly situation “fair market value” ceases to be the test of a 
fair price. We certainly would not like to see the Forest Service commanded by 
law to use a pricing system that courts have traditionally rejected as unsatis- 
factory and inequitable. 

In any event, raising of appraisal problems in this access road measure can 
serve only to dilute the support of proponents and add another weapon in the 
arsenal of opponents. Unless there is some reason that we have overlooked, I 
am certain that there will be strong and widespread opposition to the substitu- 
tion of “fair market value” for “appraised value.” 

If you feel strongly that the phrase “fair market value” should be used in 
this bill, would you let me know so that WFIA can further consider the matter. 
Heretofore the association has been unalterably opposed to use of this phrase in 
such legislation. 

There are two or three affirmative provisions that we may suggest at the 
hearings. The enactment of a statement of policy would be helpful in inform- 
ing the Department of Agriculture, the Forest Service, the Bureau of the Budget 
and the public of the intent and purpose of the Congress in enacting this 
legislation. 
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In several places, it would be helpful to direct the Secretary of Agriculture 
to act pursuant to general regulations to be issued by him. 

We may also want to suggest a requirement that the Forest Service annually 
hold in each region a conference at which there is discussed its total access road 
program. As matters now stand there seems to be absolutely no consultation 
by the Forest Service with affected groups, including the public at large, regard- 
ing the areas which will be favored with extensions of the access road systems. 

Because of the grave importance of such matters to industry, labor, and the 
general public, we believe now, as we have for many years, that there ought to be 
consultation on this subject. There is no legal reason why the Forest Service 
should not hold such consuitive sessions now. Herb Stone told Senator Gore’s 
subcommittee that this “could be done very readily.” To date the agency has 
not held any such meetings. 

I note the suggestion of Weyerhaeuser that specific provision be made for 
judicial review of decisions made under section 2(f). Presumably this stems 
from Weyerhaeuser’s conviction that it cannot accept the basic premise of the 
Oregon & California right-of-way regulations: When Federal timber uses pri- 
vately built roads and pays for such use, it is helping to amortize the private 
investment therein. 

This concept has been accepted almost entirely in the industry in this area. 
Weyerhaeuser, however, has persisted for 12 years in its concept that it must 
maintain full ownership and control of roads and that it will do no more than 
consent on appropriate occasions to enter into temporary rental agreements with 
the United States. 

Under such agreements the United States might pay out many times the value 
of the road and, nevertheless, own or control nothing when it is all finished pay- 
ing. As a result of its adherence to this concept Weyerhaeuser has found it 
difficult to deal with BLM. BLM obviously embraces the concept of the existing 
Oregon and California right-of-way regulations. Hence, Weyerhaeuser’s concern 
about judicial review. 

This proposal of Weyerhaeuser’s is not new. It was made at the time the 
Oregon & California regulations were originally being drafted. It was my belief 
then and it remains my belief that existing law with respect to judicial review, 
particularly the remedy of mandamus where the head of a department acts arbi- 
trarily or capriciously or fails to follow his own regulations or the laws under 
which his regulations are issued, is adequate. After 10 years of operation on 
the Oregon & California lands and the consummation of thousands of road use 
agreements, I don’t believe that any need has yet been demonstrated for ex- 
panding the scope of judicial review as advocated by Weyerhaeuser. On the 
other hand if the Weyerhaeuser proposal were adopted, I would anticipate a mass 
of litigation, a lot of prosperity for us lawyers, and a languishing of the national 
forest access program. 

It is particularly important, it seems to us, that hearings be scheduled on this 
legislation in western Oregon. It is here that the need for such regulations can 
best be demonstrated and it is here that the greatest support can be disclosed. 
Anything you can do to accomplish hearings in this area will certainly be appre- 
ciated by everybody. 

Joe McCracken and I have discussed the legislation and I think that he prob- 
ably concurs in most of the ideas in this letter. 

Sincerely yours, 
LEONARD B. NETZzOoRG. 

Mr. Fatton. Mr. Tallamy? Tam sorry to keep you sitting around. 
We had a schedule for a full day, but the elements are beyond the 
committee’s control and we decided not to sit this afternoon. 

Mr. Scnerer. Mr. Chairman, I think it is bad, when we have a 
schedule of witnesses, to put these late starters on the calendar—mat- 
ters that are not before the committee. In future hearings additions 
to the agenda should be approved by the chairman of the subcom- 
mittee, after consultation with the minority. 

Mr. Fatuon. Mr. Scherer, I will say again that the Members were 
supposed to appear this afternoon. Congressional courtesies have 
always been extended when a Member comes in. 
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If he wants to make a short statement the committee is always glad 
to hear him, and the other witnesses I know don’t object. But when 
the Members themselves engage in debate with the witness, it is sort 
of out of the control of the chairman. 


STATEMENT OF B. D. TALLAMY, FEDERAL HIGHWAY 
ADMINISTRATOR 


Mr. Tautiamy. I thought you might like to have a short statement 
with regard to the progress which has been made and is being made on 
the A~B-C program and the interstate program, because I think that 
might be helpful to you in your consideration of the legislation before 


ou. 

We are developing now a plan for continuing the A-B-C program 
with a very substantial sum of money. I thought that you would like 
to know how we are getting along with the A-~B-C program and the 
interstate program, and the status of the trust fund. 

In the hope that that would be helpful to you I would start by 
pointing out that wonderful progress has been made in the develop- 
ment of our highways in the past 314 years. The administration and 
you gentlemen, the whole Congress, should be very proud indeed of 
the 1956 act and what it has brought forth. 

As a result of it we have completed over 100,000 miles of high- 
ways in 31% years, an almost unheard-of thing. And actually an un- 
heard-of public works peacetime undertaking. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Tallamy, I don’t want to interrupt you, but such 
articles as I read in U. S. News & World Report, I think it is this 
week’s issue, certainly do not help—articles like that do not help this 
highway program. 

Mr. Tatiamy. I concur. 

Mr. Scuerer. [ read that article and was completely disgusted. 
It does not tell the truth about this system. And the fault lies with 
the staff of our special committee because obviously that material was 
leaked to somebody on U. S. News & World Report. It is a complete 
distortion of the highway situation that exists. 

There are matters in that article that have not been proved, that 
somebody hopes to prove in the near future. I don’t think this com- 
mittee should try its investigations in the press. 

I for one take exception to this staff—not of this committee but the 
special investigation committee leaking unevaluated information to a 

ne magazine like U.S. News & World Report, especially that which 
is inaccurate, untrue, and part of which is only speculative. 

The result is, I can answer 10 times as much mail as I would nor- 
mally have to answer when such an article appears. 

Mr. Tattamy. Mr. Chairman, the broad picture is very good. We 
have completed 100,000 miles, 95,700 miles in the A—B-C program. 
And 5,898 miles on the Interstate System. Those are project miles. 

All do not have actual construction of concrete pavement or bitu- 
minous concrete pavement upon them. But we do have 3,750 miles 
of high-type pavement finished, with traffic rolling over a substantial 
portion of it. 
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The amount of construction that we have placed under contract. this 
year, also totals to over 100,000 miles of highway projects. And in, 
this case, 91,000 miles applies to the A~B-C program, and 9,343 miles 
to the Interstate program. This work including preliminary engi- 
neering and right-of-way, is financed at a total cost of $13.7 billion for 
the combined program, an enormous program, of which $6.50 billion 
applies to the A~B-C program and the special “D” program author- 
ized in 1958, and $7.2 billion for the Interstate program. 

Mr. Fatton. That is the Government expense ? 

Mr. Tattamy. That is the total cost. Of those total figures, the 
Federal funds amount to $9.7 billion, total, A-B-C representing $3.5 
billion and the Interstate program $6.2 billion. 

The cost of the completed construction of over 100,000 miles total 
amounts to $8,100 million, of which $5,700 million represents A~B-C 
work, and $2,400 million Interstate. Those are total costs. 

Federal funds for completed construction amounts to a total of $5 
billion, $3 billion of which is A—~B—C work and $2 billion of which 
is Interstate System construction. 

This has been accomplished under the 1956, 1958, and 1959 acts. 
You will recall that the 1956 act required us not to apportion inter- 
state funds in excess of the ability of the trust fund to liquidate. I 
appeared before this committee back in 1957 and pointed out that for 
fiscal 1960 we would have to cut the apportionment for the Interstate 
System work down to $1.6 billion, because the trust fund would not 
support a larger apportionment. We also pointed out that for fiscal 
1961 we would have to cut it down to $1.4 billion, and for the next two 
years continue at 1.4 billion dollars. 

In 1958 it appeared as though we were running into a recession and 
in recognition of that situation and also in recognition of the cost 
of the Interstate System, and the desire to complete it within the 
original scheduled time, the 1958 act was passed directing us to ap- 
portion $214 billion for the Interstate System for fiscal 1960, instead 
of $1.6 billion. It also directed us to apportion an extra $200 million 
for the Interstate System for 1959 fiscal year, and an extra $400 mil- 
lion in the A~B-C program for fiscal 1959, with a loan of $100 million. 

So we apportioned $1.6 billion more money than we anticipated that 
we would be able to do back in 1956. 

But it created the dilemma with which you were confronted last 
year, whereby the trust fund would not support that amount of ap- 
portionment. 

As a result, we were confronted with the problem of no interstate 
apportionment at all this year for fiscal 1961, and only a $500 million 
apportionment next year for fiscal 1962. However, as a result of the 
legislation that was passed last year, we were actually able, this year, 
to go ahead with a $1.8 billion apportionment for the Interstate Sys- 
tem, for fiscal 1961, and the full authorization for the A—-B-C work, 
making a total of $2.725 billion worth of apportionments this year. 

I would like to point out that in order for us to do that 


Mr. Scuerer. Pardon me, What was the total amount of the pro- 
gram this year? 

Mr. Tatiamy. $2.725 billion Federal funds, total amount, $925 mil- 
lion of which was for the A~B-C program, $1.8 billion interstate. 
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That was in the main brought about by the passage of the 1959 Act. 
We would only have been able to apportion the 1961 A-B-C funds 
otherwise. 

The important thing, in regard to our ability to proceed with the 
interstate apportionment of $1.8 billion this year, extends from the 
fact that we have what we call reimbursement planning and what some 
people call contract control. I would like to take a minute or two to 
explain that because it is a part of the financing of our work this year 
and next year. 

We have had to advise the States that they can only enter into a 
certain amount of work this year with assurance that the trust fund 
will be sufficienly large next year and the following year to be able 
to reimburse the States promptly when they submit their bills to us. 

Otherwise it might be embarrassing to them financially if we 
weren’t able to pay them. So we have had to advise them that they 
can only enter into contracts of a certain amount this year and be sure 
that there will be moneys in the trust fund to pay the bills when they 
come due. That is what we call reimbursement planning. 

The reimbursement planning obligation schedule amounts to the full 
$1.8 billion of interstate funds which we apportioned to the States 
last year, for fiscal 1961. It isthe same total amount. 

Some States have not entered into obligations covering all of the 
rior year apportionments, and if they placed all of those unobligated 
alances of prior years, apportionment under contract this year. 

together with what we apportioned this year, obviously there woul 
not be enough money in the trust fund to pay the bills on time. 

So we advised the States how much they could enter into in con- 
‘tracts. But there really is no contract control, as it is sometimes called, 
because the States may enter into contracts, with our approval, in 
excess of the amount we have advised them under reimbursement plan- 
ning if they can afford to carry the expenses resulting from these 
——— until the trust fund is able to pay for it over a 36-month 

riod, 

PSO that the words “contract control” really are incorrect, in my 
opinion, and rather reimbursement planning is a more proper ex- 
pression. 

We have had to borrow $359 million from the general fund this 
year, and we are going to pay it back this year. That was authorized 
in the last day or so of last year’s session of the Congress. 

The reason for that is that contract work advances much more 
rapidly during the first half of a fiscal year. That. is in the summer 
months. And the payments, therefore, to the contractors, are made 
at a much faster rate during those months than they are in the second 
half of the fiscal year. 

Yet the revenue coming into the trust fund is about equal, month by 
month, substantially. So during the first few months the payments 
outstrip the revenue. We borrowed, with your authority, $359 mil- 
lion from the general fund so that we could pay the States on time. 

During the second half of the fiscal year, the half we are in now, 
our revenues are outstripping our payments and we are able to reim- 
burse the general fund for that amount during the course of this 
year. Wehave already made one repayment. 
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_ Next year we will be able to apportion to the States $2 billion of 
interstate funds an increase of $200 million over this year, and the 
full amount of the A~B-C work which will be authorized for next 
ear. 

z However, we will have to again borrow from the general fund to 
carry us during the course of the year. The amount will be $200 
million, and we will have to borrow the first increment next July. 
We will pay it back again by the end of the year. 

Following that, we will not have any more problems insofar as the 
necessity to borrow from the general fund is concerned. 

You might be interested in the status of the trust fund. The bal- 
ance that was on hand on July 1 of last year was $524 million. Our 
revenues during fiscal 1960 are estimated to be $2,513 million, making 
a total available for us of $3,037 million. 

Our expenditures this year are estimated to be $3,028 million, 
making a surplus at the end of this year of $9 million. Obviously 
we can’t figure that closely. But the expenditure is approximately 
equal to our revenue, and that isa fair estimate. 

Next year our revenues are anticipated to be—— 

Mr. Scuerer. Pardon me, Mr. Tallamy. 

You are able to show this small surplus, though, by reason of the 
fact that you have cut back your authorizations 5, Tae that provided 
in the 1956 act? 

Mr. Tattamy. Yes. And while we are on that subject, maybe it 
would be a good time for me to show you what effect that has, be- 
cause I am sure you will be very interested in that. This reimburse- 
ment planning that I mentioned does cut back, as you say, the amount 
of work that can be undertaken this year with the States being as- 
sured they can be reimbursed on time. But I thought you tie # like 
to know es it compares with the actual work that was undertaken 
in years. 

will submit this table for the record if you would like to have it. 

In fiscal 1957, we actually obligated for the entire program $2,212 
million. In 1958 we obligated $2,727 million. In 1959 we obligated 
$3,163 million. In 1960, the year we are in, we will be able to obligate, 
under reimbursement planning, with full assurance of prompt pay- 
ments to States, $2,700 million. 

In other words, our amount of reimbursable obligations this year 
will be identical, practically, with the amount of obligations that we 
made in 1958, the year before last, and will be $463 million below what 
we obligated last year. 

I have that broken down State by State so that if you want to have 
it, you can see the amount that was actually obligated State by State 
and the amount that they may obligate this year under reimbursement 
planning. 

Mr. Scuerer. Mr. Chairman, I move that the table be made a part 
of the record. 

Mr. Fatton. If there is no objection it is so ordered. 


(The table follows :) 
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Utilization of Federal-aid highway funds—A mounts obligated during fiscal years 
1957, 1958, 1959, and proposed 1960 


{Millions of dollars} 
Actual obligations Reimbursable 
obligations, 
State 1960 
1957 1958 1959 ($2,700) | 
($2,212.5) ($2,727) ($3,163) 

$39. 3 $43. 2 $64. 6 $52. 
22. 1 39. 9 34.5 30.0 
27.4 60. 3 86.9 60.1 

120. 2 125.9 169. 2 129. 3 
43.1 70.8 $2.0 65.5 
79.3 90.6 134.7 99. 1 
mea 39. 1 35. 2 40.5 33.0 
29. 2 23.9 34.7 33.2 
38. 2 36.1 33.7 32.6 
40.1 60.3 39. 2 32.6 
126. 1 140.5 88.8 114.5 
18.2 12.8 11.1 13.2 
131.2 144. 2 185.7 131.0 
West Virginia__ 10.7 21.2 59.5 3L.5 
Wisconsin 37.0 48.0 63.5 38.3 
District of Columbia 12.2 14.3 10.4 22.7 

Mr. Batpwin. May I ask, could Mr. i ae provide a copy of 
that table to each member of the committee? would like to have 

aco 

Mr. Tauxiamy. I will be very happy to. As a matter of fact I may 


have enough here. 

Mr. Scuwencet. At this point I would like to ask a question, Mr. 
Chairman, if I may. 

First, I deeply appreciate the job that you are doing. I think you 
are probably supervising a bigger project, in directing the building 
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of roads, than any man in the history of our Nation has done. Is 
that a correct statement 4 

Mr. Tattamy. | am trying to, anyway. 

Mr. Faxon. I think it is the biggest in the history of the world. 

Mr. Scuwencet, I think that is true. Is it true that this project 
which we are undertaking, this program which we are participating 
in, is the biggest internal public works program which any nation has 
ever attempted ¢ 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Scuwencet, Isn’t it true that even with the cutbacks now, 
we are doing more roadbuilding, in volume of dollars spent and also 
in actual roads being built, than was spent by any nation in the his- 
tory of the world ? 

Mr. Tatitamy. That is correct. It is a wonderful program. 

Mr. ScHWENGEL. So we are making some wonderful strides in 
spite of the fact that we have been handicapped in various ways. 

Mr. Tattamy. We have had lots of headaches but we are making 
wonderful progress. 

Mr. Scuerer. I think Mr. Schwengel is correct. I know the attacks 
Mr. Tallamy has been up to. I only wish the full committee were 
here to hear his testimony today. I think Mr. Tallamy and his staff 
have done an outstanding job. I know the press and magazines like 
to print about failures, mistakes. That makes better copy. 

I only regret that the press doesn’t give equal prominence to the 
successes of this program as related by Mr. Tallamy here, and as 
this committee knows has been taking place. 

Mr. Batpwin. Mr. Tallamy, I have studied this draft bill which 
the Department has suggested as their recommended bill. I note 
it has no provision whatsoever for an authorization for forest de- 
velopment roads, park roads and trails, parkways, and for Indian 
reservation roads and bridges. 

I notice in the statement submitted on behalf of the Under Secre- 
tary of Commerce for Transportation the statement is made that 
from now on the Department had in mind just getting direct. appro- 
priations. Would you elaborate on that? I would like to know the 
reasoning and thinking of the Department, that we no longer auth- 
orize funds for these four categories of roads. 

Mr. Tattamy. Mr. Baldwin, the reason that we didn’t put it in 
there, I am quite sure, is that it doesn’t fall under the purview of 
the Department of Commerce. They are Department of the Interior 
and Department of Agriculture recommendations, rather than De- 
partment of Commerce. 

Mr. Batpwrin. As far as this committee is concerned we are not 
necessarily limited by the jurisdiction of the Department of Com- 
merce. For years it has been recognized that this committee had the 
right to review authorizations for all types of roads, including forest 
development roads, park roads, parkways, and Indian reservation 
roads and bridges. 

If I understand your point, you simply submitted a bill without 
those because they didn’t happen to fall within the jurisdiction of 
the Department of Commerce, is that right ? 
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Mr. Tatuamy. That is correct. 

Mr. Bautpwin. So you are not telling us that it would be no longer 
advisable from our standpoint to review any bill put out? 

Mr. Tatitamy. We are not commenting one way or another. 

Mr. Bautpwin. Has the Department submitted a formal recom- 
mendation to this committee on either the forest roads bill, submitted 
and testified to today by Mrs. Pfost and Mr. Johnson, or on the ferry 
slip bill that was testified to yesterday by Mr. Rivers and Mr. Inouye 
of Hawaii. Have we received formal written reports from your De- 
partment on either of those ? 

Mr. Suuiivan. May I answer that ? 

Mr. Batpwin. Yes. 

Mr. Sutttvan. No, sir. As of the present time we have not re- 
ceived reports on either of the bills Mr. Rivers or Mr. Inouye testi- 
fied on yesterday, or this bill that Mr. Johnson, Mrs. Pfost, and Mr. 
Porter testified on today. 

Mr. Tatuamy. The revenues that we anticipate next year—I think 
this might be something you would like to know and it would be 
helpful to you—the revenues next year we anticipate will be $2,824 
million, making a total, with the $9 million carryover, of $2,833 
million, and we anticipate that our expenditures will be $2,728 mil- 
lion, leaving a surplus next year of about $100 million. 

Mr. Scuerer. Again you will only have that surplus because your 
authorizations are below the authorizations as proposed in the original 
1956 act. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is correct. 

Mr. Scuerer. Isn’t it a fact that if we were keeping up at the 
construction level contemplated by the 1956 act, your authorizations 
would have to be higher than the authorizations provided in the 1956 
act because of the increased cost of this program ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Mr. Mumma. Does that contemplate this half-cent gas tax? 

Mr. Tatiamy. No,sir. It ison present revenue. 

I have another table which might be helpful which indicates the 
amount of reimbursable obligations that can be entered into for 
fiscal 1960 for both the A—~B-C and interstate. I told yon before 
that the total for this year was $2.7 billion. We have a table which 
breaks that $2.7 billion down to the $900 million for the A-B-C and 
$1.8 billion for the interstate program, State by State. If you would 
care to have that to supplement the other table, I will submit it. 

Mr. Scuwencet. I move it be inserted. 

Mr. Fatuon. If there is no objection, it is so ordered. 

(The table referred to follows :) 
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Schedule of reimbursable obligations, fiscal year 1960 


155. 


(Thousands of dollars] 
Distribution | Distribution 
State of A-B-C_ | of interstate Total * 
funds funds ($2,700,000) 
($900,000) ($1,800,000) 

Alabama. -- $17, 479 $34, 742 $52, 221 
47, 935 179, 030 965 
8, 302 21, 493 29, 795 

3, 801 6, 772 10, 573 

14, 428 45, 648 60, 076. 

20,015 42, 512 62, 527 

4, 095 

8, 155 12, 156 20, 311 

906 90, 343 129, 249 

2 ,143 50, 809 71, 952 

18, 463 16, 719 35, 182 

17, 445 15, 768 33, 213 

15, 424 30, 972 46, 396 

9, 614 39, 692 49, 306 
13, 161 20, 031 33, 192 

13, 901 15, 324 29, 225 

7, 721 9, 214 16, 935 

4, 005 9, 690 13, 695 

17, 021 57, 011 74, 032 

11, 497 21, 106 32, 603. 

56, 17 87, 260 143, 435 
20, 894 19, 158 40, 052. 

9, 418 7, 804 17, 222 

nad 12, 648 , 531 43, 179 
10, 125 13, 076 23, 201 
« 18, 043 52, 254 70, 297 
Vermont. -.....--- 3, 690 16, 613 20, 303 
.....-.<- 16, 742 74, 645 91, 387 
Washington. ___- 14, 043 31, 905 45, 948 
West Virginia. _- 9, 460 22, 074 31, 534 
Wisconsin. ___....- 19, 764 18, 551 38, 315 
5, 277 17, 459 22, 736 


Mr. Mumma. Do you have a copy of the statement you are making? 


Mr. Tatuamy. No, sir. 


Mr. Chairman, that concludes my remarks, 


Mr. Fatton. Are there any questions ? 


I am making it extemporaneously. 


Mr. Scuerer. Do we have any other witnesses, Mr. Chairman? 


Mr. No. 


Mr. Scuerer. I would like to say this: 


certainly—— 
Mr. 


Mr. Tallamy has 


ALLON. When we have an executive session I will ask that you 


be here as well as your staff. I think at that point, when we start 
to mark up the bill, there will be a lot of information that the dif- 
ferent Members will want, which to my way of thinking has always 
been very valuable when coming from you. 


Mr. Tattamy. Thank you. 


| 
_| 
1- 
‘y 
ye 
e- 
i- 
Tr. 
ik 
De 
24. 
33 
1r | 
ns 
he 
or 
re 
sh 
1d 


156 FEDERAL HIGHWAY ACT OF 1960 


Mr. Fatton. I am not sure when we will have an executive session 
on the bill. It will be a week to 10 days from now. I will see that 
you get ample notice. 

. Mr. Tatuamy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to be 
ere. 

Mr. Fatton. I want to say on behalf of the committee that we ap- 
preciate your coming through this little snow flurry that we have had 
today to come down here, and to tell you how much we always ap- 
preciate you and your staff coming here. You have always supplied 
the information we requested and if members have doubts, you have 
always straightened them out. 

Mr. Tatitamy. Thank you very much. 

Do you have some questions ? 

Mr. Scumrer. Yes. 

There is a recommendation by the Commerce Department, Mr. 
Tallamy, that in the future the costs of building forest highways 
that are on the A-B-C system be paid from the trust fund. You 
have been in the room and heard me say that I favor that recom- 
mendation as a matter of principle and I think it should be done 
eventually. 

Do you care to comment, insofar as your own personal feelings are 
concerned ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. Of course, the administration feels very definitely 
that it ought to be accomplished right this year, and they took that 
position I think the year before and the year before that. 

They have introduced legislation, also, to accomplish that objec- 
tive. 

Mr. Scuerer. Perhaps you, better than anyone else, are aware of 
the many, many problems that both the administration and the Con- 
gress are facing with reference to the changes in the basic highway 
legislation and in the financing phase of the legislation. 

Would you violently disagree with me when I say that the appro- 
priate time for considering changing the law so that in the future 
the cost of forest highways be paid from the trust fund instead of 
from the general fund be deferred until next year when the two re- 
ports called for in the 1956 act are available to us, and when these 
changes which all of us agree will take place in highway legislation. 
Do you agree that perhaps that would be the better time to try to 
accomplish this objective rather than this year / 

Mr. Tatiamy. I think in commenting that the administration 
would hope and would desire and advance the legislation to have it 
accomplished this year. But I certainly would expect that if it 
didn’t pass this year that they would present it next year, because 
there would of course be a great opportunity to reevaluate the entire 
financing of the whole program at that time in the light of the new 
reports which will be submitted to Congress. 

Mr. Scuerer. It is my personal opinion that it is impossible to 
accomplish this objective this year. If it should be turned down this 
year I think it would be much more difficult to bring about the re- 
sult even next year. 

I wish you would discuss the arguments that I have advanced this 
morning in reference to this matter with the powers that be because 
I certainly feel that the objective of the administration is proper. I 
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would like to see these forest highway costs paid out of trust funds. 
It is obvious that if we do it this year, we will have to cut back on some 
other phase of the highway program. It will be the Intersate Sys- 
tem that is going to suffer further because the A—B-C system, of 
course, will get the full amount which we authorize. 

One question on another phase of the problem. You will recall that 
when we passed the 1956 act the overwhelming evidence before this 
committee was to the effect that the great need for highways, the im- 
mediate need, was on the Interstate System in order to get rid of the 
worst traffic bottlenecks and the highest accident rates. Has any- 
thing happened in the + years of this program to change your mind 
in that respect / 

Mr. Tatitamy. No, sir, not in the least. As a matter of fact, the 
interim period has demonstrated more conclusively than ever the 
need for early completion of the Interstate System, and its enormous 
value to every aspect of the Nation, our economy, our social well- 
being, our recreation, and our defense—every aspect of it. And our 
safety and everything has been demonstrated to he vitally important 
so far as the Interstate System is concerned. 

Mr. Scuerer. In fact, we have only actually built, or rebuilt, a 
comparatively small part of the Interstate System since 1956, have 
we not 

Mr. Tautiamy. Yes. Actually finished, yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. Actually 

Mr. Tatiamy. Yes. 

Mr. Scuerer. So that these ills which existed in 1956, have only 
been partially dealt with because we have only completed a compara- 
tively small segment of the Interstate System ? 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. But those small segments that we 
have completed have been the proof of what I have just said. 

Mr. Scuerer. They have demonstrated that the testimony before 
this committee in 1956 was true, and that rather than overstating the 
case in 1956 as to the need for the Interstate System, these secions 
that have been completed, and the experience that we have had in 
actual traffic movement, have demonstrated that we understated the 
case. 

Mr. Tatiamy. That is right. 

Mr. Scuerer. By comparison—I admit that we need improvement 
on all of our highway system as rapidly as we can get it, but if you 
have a certain number of dollars to spend and you have to determine 
a priority of need in order to take care of traffic bottlenecks, in order 
to best help the economy of this country, in order to stop the rapid 
acceleration of accident and death rates, isn’t it a fact that the priority 
of need, under those conditions, still rests in the construction of the 
urban sections of the Interstate System as rapidly as possible? 

Mr. Tattamy. The urban sections of the Interstate System are ex- 
ceedingly vital. They are tremendously important. They are a part 
of the whole system. But I would not put one over the other. I 
think you have to have them all and go forward equally on all of 
them. We have to have a balanced program. And it is a balanced 
program. 

Mr. Scuerer. You don’t want to deemphasize, because of the lack 
of funds, the urban sections of the Interstate System ? 
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Mr. Tatuamy. I would not want to deemphasize them, no, sir. 
Mr. Scuerer. That is all. 

Mr. Fation. Are there any other questions ? 

If not, we thank you very much, Mr. Tallamy. 

Mr. Tatiamy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Faxon. Further statements may be inserted at this point. 


STATEMENT OF Hon. DoN MAGNUSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS 
FroM THE STATE OF WASHINGTON 


Mr. Chairman, I appreciate this opportunity to appear briefly before your 
subcommittee today. 

My comments shall be confined to the program for forest development roads 
and trails. My interest in this subject derives from the fact that I represent 
a State which has considerable acreage in national forests and that I serve on 
the subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropriations which reviews 
the annual appropriations for the U.S. Forest Service. 


INCREASE AUTHORIZATION FOR FOREST ROADS AND TRAILS 


Mr. Chairman, I first urge the subcommittee to raise the annual authoriza- 
tion for forest development roads and trails from the current level of $30 
million to an authorization of $40 million for fiscal year 1962 and $50 million 
for fiscal year 1963. H.R. 10495 merely renews the present authorization. 

The construction of these roads is not keeping pace with the growing demand 
for timber from national forests. Last spring the Secretary of Agriculture 
sent to Congress a 12-year program for the national forests. The road section 
of the report set forth a schedule calling for the construction of $720 million 
of development roads with appropriated funds. This total figures out at a 
rate of $60 million a year. I realize that we cannot step up to this level of 
construction overnight, but I believe we should move in that direction by 
steadily increasing the authorized program. 

There is another important reason why I feel that the authorization for. 
forest development roads and trails should be raised. There are two ways in 
which the Forest Service can have timber access roads constructed. One is 
by direct appropriation under the authorization. The other is by having the 
timber purchasers construct the roads themselves and deduct the cost from the 
sales price of the timber. 

In recent years the Forest Service has been relying more and more heavily 
on road construction by timber purchasers because the ceilings on appropriated 
funds have been too low to meet the demand for new roads. I believe this trend 
is unfortunate and should be reversed. For one thing, figures I have seen con- 
vince me that the Government loses money when the timber purchaser builds 
the roads rather than the Forest Service. Since only the very large companies 
ean afford to bid on those sales which require road contruction, competition 
on these sales is reduced or, in some cases, even eliminated, and the net re- 
sult is that the Forest Service receives a lower price on its timber. 

Furthermore, since the cost of the road is subtracted from the sales proceeds 
paid to the Government for the timber, this cuts down the amount of money 
returned to the local counties for schools and roads. Also, I believe that the 
necessity imposed on the Service to plan its sales so the purchaser can con- 
struct the access roads interferes with the most efficient planning of sales 
contracts. 

ADDITIONAL POWERS TO SECRETARY OF AGRICULTURE 


My second general point, Mr. Chairman, is to urge the subcommittee to give 
additional powers to the Secretary of Agriculture so that he may do a better 
job in establishing a really adequate network of forest roads to serve our na- 
tional forests. In too many cases the hands of the Secretary are tied by exist- 
ing laws and practices; his powers need to be modernized so that he can keep 
up with the growing demand for our national forest resources. 

In this connection, I call your attention to H.R. 7919, introduced by our 
colleague, Mr. Metcalf of Montana. I particularly urge the adoption of sec- 
tions 2 (c), (d), (e), and (f) of that bill. 

These provisions are designed to give the Secretary adequate powers to deal 
with the many baffling road construction problems in those areas where na- 
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tional forest land is interspersed with timberland in State and private owner- 
ship; that is, in the so-called checkerboard areas. 

The problem can be simply stated as follows: In a number of checkerboard 
areas Federal timberland is intermingled with private timberland; one access 
road would conveniently serve both the private and Federal timber holdings; 
this road in part sheuld be built across Federal land and in part across private 
land. The private owner can say to the Federal Forest Service, “We will not let 
Federal timber be hauled across our land unless a fee is paid,” but the Forest 
Service cannot turn around and similarly take the position that no private 
timber can be hauled across the Federal land unless a like fee is paid. This 
places the Forest Service in a hopeless bargaining position, and puts it at the 
mercy of the private holder to exact terms and conditions which give the private 
holder an extraordinary advantage as a purchaser of Federal timber. 

The bargaining “handcuffs” thus placed upon the Forest Service stem from an 
interpretation of a rider on an 1897 appropriation act. Among other things 
that rider attempted to assure ingress and egress to national forests to all bona 
fide settlers. Over the years the Department of Agriculture has interpreted 
this provision as requiring that it give a right-of-way to any person or corpora- 
tion across Federal land for any purpose, including the hauling of timber, 
despite the fact that this same person or corporation would not give the com- 
parable permission to the U.S. Government to haul public timber from national 
forests across the private land. 

Until recent years when timber cutting on the forests was relatively low, this 
interpretation created no large problem. But in the last several years, with 
the demand for national forest timber increasing sharply, a number of aggra- 
vated difficulties have arisen. In my own State of Washington, in a forest 
named for the founder of the Forest Service, Gifford Pinchot, the Service has 
been obstructed in its efforts to remove 6 billion board feet of timber, much of 
which is infested, because it lacked the necessary legal means to obtain access. 

Section 2(c) of H.R. 7919 would help solve these problems by authorizing the 
Secretary to enter into cooperative agreements with the neighboring land- 
holders, or with those persons who are logging timber on non-Federal land, 
jointly to share the cost of the construction of whatever access roads are needed 
to serve both the Federal and the non-Federal land. This is a simple and sensi- 
ble provision. 

Section 2(d) of H.R. 7919 would give the Secretary authority to charge a fee 
for the privilege of hauling non-Federal timber over an access road on Federal 
land. This provision is a necessary complement to the permission given the 
Secretary in section 2(c) to enter into cooperative agreements with neighboring 
landholders. Armed with both section 2(¢c) and section 2(d), the Secretary can 
offer the adjacent landholder the choice either of joining in the construction 
costs of a road he will use or paying a fee for hauling his timber along the road 
after Uncle Sam has built it. 

Section 2(e) isa technical provision. 

Section 2(f) of H.R. 7919 would empower the Secretary to enter into agree- 
ments with the owners of the intermingled or adjacent non-Federal land for 
the exchange of hauling rights or of rights-of-way and easements for roads 
under appropriate terms and conditions. 

In summary, these provisions of H.R. 7919 will enable the Forest Service to 
develop the most efficient timber access road system and require private timber 
to pay its fair share of the cost of road construction. I hope the committee will 
recommend incorporation of this language in H.R. 10495. 

Thank you. 


INDUSTRIAL ForRESTRY ASSOCIATION, 
Portland, Oreg., March 9, 1960. 
Hon. Grorce H. FALLon, 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, 
House Committee on Public Works, 
Washington, D.C. 


Deak Mr. CHAIRMAN: Through the courtesy of our mutual friend, your col- 
league, Representative Russell V. Mack, I am submitting herewith a statement 
in behalf of section 2(3) of your bill, H.R. 10495, which would reenact the 
authorization of funds for forest development roads and trails for the national 
forests for fiscal years 1962 and 1963. 
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I had planned to be in Washington last week to present our views personally 
to your subcommittee, but am sorry to report that illness prevented it. 
Thanking you for consideration of our views and with kindest personal re 
gards, Iam 
Sincerely yours, 
W. D. HAGENSTEIN, 
Executive Vice President. 


STATEMENT OF INDUSTRIAL FORESTRY ASSOCIATION ON H.R. 10495 


The Industrial Forestry Association has stressed the need for timber access 
roads in the national forests since 1947. It supported increased authorizations 
for forest development roads and trails before the Subcommittees on Roads of 
the House and Senate Committees on Public Works in 1952, 1954, 1957 and 1958, 
because it was clear that without an adequate timber access road system the 
national forests would never contribute their full allowable timber harvest to 
the Nation’s economy. 

The Industrial Forestry Association consists of 64 members in the business of 
growing and harvesting timber and manufacturing lumber, pulp and paper, 
plywood, shingles, hard and soft boards and other forest products. Its members 
own and manage more than 7 million acres of forest land in Washington and 
Oregon west of the Cascades. They operate more than 250 wood-using plants 
which employ more than 65,000 people. Their annual payroll exceeds $325 
million. 

In the last 5 years association members have purchased 25.2 percent of the 
national forest timber sold in our region, so have extensive firsthand knowledge 
of timber access road needs. 

To emphasize the necessity for an adequate system of timber access roads 
in the national forests of Oregon and Washington only a few data are necessary. 

Washington and Oregon have 38 percent of the Nation’s timber supply. They 
produce a quarter of all forest products used annually by the American people. 
Annual value of forest crop is over $2 billion and furnishes employment to 250,000 
people and a payroll close to $1% billion. This is the Northwest’s largest 
unsubsidized payroll and constitutes the principal basic economy. 

Because timber is a renewable resource, the Northwest can continue to enjoy 
its important contribution to its economy, providing the principal forest owner- 
ship, the national forests, do their part. The national forests in Washington 
have 35.8 percent of the total timber supply; in Oregon, 45.3 percent (these are 
1953 data so the percentages are considerably higher now). Unfortunately they 
have been the last major forest ownership to be placed under constructive man- 
agement. Inaccessibility has been one of the main reasons for their late start 
toward permanent timber cropping. 

However, their record has been imporving steadily as data for the last decade 
show. 

In Washington, the national forests by 1958 were contributing more than a 
quarter of the total timber harvest compared with only 13.7 percent a decade 
earlier (table 1). 

In Oregon the national forests by 1958 were contributing 27.8 percent of the 
total timber harvest compared with 12.6 percent a decade earlier (table 2). 

Tables 3 and 4 show that the full allowable cut was attained on the national 
forests of Washington and Oregon respectively for the first time in 1959. Never 
before has the Forest Service been able to achieve its sustained yield goal of 
both selling and harvesting its allowable cut in our States. Primary reason 
for previous failure has been lack of timber access roads. 

To show that the attainment of full harvest and sale of allowable cut is not 
just a pretty statistical picture created by a regional total, table 5 shows that of 
the 10 westside national forests in Washington and Oregon, 8 harvested their 
allowable cut, 1 almost did and only 1 didn’t in 1959. Same table shows that 
seven of these forests sold their full allowable cut, one almost did, and two missed 
significantly in 1959. 

Reason for better record of timber sales and harvests on national forests in 
Oregon and Washington is apparent from table 6. The total appropriated road 
funds available for the national forests of Oregon and Washington have risen al- 
most steadily. Of course, the road and trail 10 percent automatic appropriation 
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improving timber access road situation during the past decade. First came the 
roads, then increased sales, increased revenue and more 10 percent money. But 
both authorizations and appropriations were rising steadily too. They all 
helped. 

But by far the major share of the timber access road system has been built by 
timber purchasers as part of their contracts to harvest national forest timber. 
Table 7 shows the importance of this type of construction. It shows that more 
than 95 percent of the mileage of timber access roads in Washington and Oregon 
in the last 7 years has been built by the industry as part of its national forest 
timber purchase contracts. During the same period the Government has only 
spent directly a quarter of the nearly $150 million invested in timber access 
roads. 

In our 1958 statement to this subcommittee we stated that while we were 
supporting the reenactment of the $27 million annual authorization for forest 
development roads and trails for fiscal years 1960 and 1961, as included in H.R. 
9821, we would support any amount demonstrated necessary by evidence pre- 
sented to the subcommittee. Subsequently, the bill was enacted authorizing $30 
million annually for 1960 and 1961. 

Industrial Forestry Association supports the reenactment of the $30 million 
authorization for forest development roads and trails for fiscal years 1962 and 
1963, as called for by section 2(3) of H.R. 10495. As in 1958, if evidence shows 
the $30 million per year is inadequate to allow continued sale and harvest of 
the full allowable cut (including increased allowable cuts which inevitably re- 
sult from revised inventories), we support the amount demonstrated by com- 
petent authority as essential. 

As in 1958 we would make the suggestion to the subcommittee that we believe 
it should now seriously consider the subdivision of the authorization for forest 
development roads and trails into two items, (a) construction and (b) main- 
tenance. This would assure adequate funds to maintain the ever-increasing 
mileage of permanent timber access and other roads on the national forests. 
Segregation of construction and maintenance items should assist greatly the 
Appropriation Committees in their annual analysis and justification of the 
Forest Service budget requests for roads. 

We appreciate the opportunity of again supporting the reenactment of the 
biennial authorization of funds for timber access roads and would be glad at any 
time to furnish the subcommittee with information on the subject from our 
territory. 
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TABLE 3.—Actual timber cut compared with allowable annual cut for national 
forests in Washington, 1950-59 


[Amounts in thousand board feet, log scale] 


Proportion 
Actual Allowable of allow- 
Calendar year timber annual able cut 
cut cut harvested 
(percent) 
1 577, 900 790, 600 73 
a 868, 900 909, 400 96 
1, 352, 400 1, 311, 100 103 
Annual average, 1950-59. SEES 840, 340 1, 064, 000 79 | 


Source: Division of Timber Management, U.S. Forest Service, Portland, Oreg. 


TaBLe 4.—Actual timber cut compared with allowable annual cut for national 
forests in Oregon, 1950-59 


[Amounts in thousand board feet, log scale] 


Proportion 
Actual Allowable of allow- 
Calendar year timber annual able cut 
cut cut harvested 
(perce:it) 
1, 452, 000 1, 791, 000 8l 
1, 763, 600 1, 904, 400 93 
1, 541, 600 2, 057, 000 75 
2, 933, 000 2, 386, 100 123 
1, 670, 510 1, 925, 610 87 


Source: Division of Timber Management, U.S. Forest Service, Portland, Oreg. 


TABLE 5.—Comparison of allowable cut, actual cut and sales for westside national 
forests, region 6, 1959 


{Amounts in thousand board feet} 


Proportion Proportion 
Allowable allowable allowable 
National forest annual cut | Volumecut | cut har- | Volume sold! cut sold 
vested (percent) 
(percent) 
| 
ount Hood_...... dedndbibe wad 314, 800 391, 452 124.3 355, 093 112.8 
117, 000 174, 580 149. 2 133, 272 113.9 
153, 000 216, 780 141.7 178, 143 116.4 
315, 000 361, 123 114.6 328, 352 104.2 
303, 000 387, 804 128.0 117.1 
499, 000 615, 999 123.4 597, 844 119.8 
Washington: 
| 395, 000 434, 633 110.0 552, 863 140.0 
Olympic... 346, 000 322, 298 93.1 288, 83.4 
ee eee 206, 200 142, 797 69.3 133, 320 64.7 


Source: Division of Timber Management, U.S. Forest Service, Portland, Oreg. 
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TABLE 6.—Road moneys allocated to region 6, U.S. Forest Service, 1950-60 


Forest Road and trail Forest Road and trai] 
Fiscal year development | 10-percent Fiscal year development | 10-percent 

road and trail fund road and trail fund 

appropriations appropriations 
$1, 655, 976 1086; $3, 884, 932 $3, 817, 978 
3, 115, 000 2, 470, 000 5, 463, 564 
2, 010, 000 2, 624, 405 1, 777, 265 5, 659, 160 
1, 690, 810 3, O80, 125 2, 164, 153 4, 613, 246 
reser 7, 391, 900 3, 104, 312 


1 Flood repair money (Chelan Forest), $1,065,000. 
2 Other miscellaneous, $86,842. 


Note.—Funds listed in footnotes 1 and 2 are additional to funds listed in body of table. 
Source: Division of Fiscal Control, U.S. Forest Service, Portland, Oreg. 


TABLE 7.—Timber access road construction, region 6, U.S. Forest Service, 1953-59 


Proportion of | Proportion of 
total timber | total timber 
access roads | access road 
Fiseal year Miles Cost constructed | costs to the 
by Govern- | Government 
ment (percent) 
(percent) 
1953: 
Purchaser constructed 519. 6 |$6, 784, 514.00 
Government constructed! _____.__...-..-.- 35.6 | 4, 903, 989. 98 6.4 42.0 
1954: 
Purchaser 639. 4 |10, 463, 427.00 
Government constructed !_ 56.1 | 2,926, 853. 23 8.1 21.9 
1955: 
Purchaser constructed............-------.-- 754.6 |11, 810, 354. 00 
Government constructed !_ .__...-.-.-..--- 62.8 | 8,118, 206. 61 7.7 40.7 
1956: 
Purchaser constructed. . -.........-.-.....- 1, 120.5 |17, 937, 475. 00 
Government constructed !_____-....-.--.-- 119.0 | 4, 651, 513. 59 9.6 20.6 
1957: 
Purchaser constructed..........-........... 1, 382. 6 |20, 344, 678. 74 
Government constructed 1. __......-...--.- 57.2 | 4, 652, 022. 49 4.0 18.6 
1958: 
Purchaser constructed 1, 393. 1 488, 485.03 
Government constructed !__......-....----- 33.4 | 7, 351, 525. 39 2.3 23.1 
1959: 
Purchaser constructed................-.-... 1, 484. 1 |26, 644, 366.00 
Government constructed !_.............--.- 84.2 | 5, 417, 769. 71 5.4 16.9 


1 Timber access roads only. 
Source: Division of Engineering, U.S. Forest Service, Portland, Oreg. 


AMERICAN AUTOMOBILE ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, D.C., March 7, 1960. 
Hon. GrorGcE H. 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Roads, Committee on Public Works, House of Rep- 
resentatives, Washington, D.C. 


Dear Mr. Fatton: In order to provide funds for Federal aid to the State 
primary and secondary highways and extensions of the primary system in urban 
areas during fiscal years 1962 and 1963, the subcommittee on roads now has pend- 
ing for consideration H.R. 10495 and H.R. 10651. These bills also authorize 
appropriation of funds for the forest highways, park roads and trails, parkways, 
Indian reservation roads and bridges, and public lands highways. 

With respect to the authorization for the primary, secondary, and urban high- 
ways—the so-called A-B-C systems—it is noted that these bills differ only in 
the amounts involved. H.R. 10495 authorizes the sum of $925 million for each 
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of the fiscal years 1962 and 1963. H.R. 10651 authorizes milli 
year 1962 and $975 million for fiscal year 1963. ses or 

The AAA does, however, urge the committee to consider these bills in the 
light of the following principle, expressed in the policies of the American Auto- 
mobile Association : 

“The AAA continues its support for the principle of Federal-aid to the States 
in their highway building programs. While major emphasis should be placed 
upon improvement of the National System of Interstate and Defense High- 
ways, provision should be made for concurrently increasing the Federal-aid 
primary, secondary, and urban highway programs to accommodate expanding 
highway traffic requirements, within the scope of the Federal Government’s re- 
sponsibility. All such roads should constitute an integrated Federal-aid system, 
clearly defined and strictly limited as to mileage. The National System of In- 
terstate and Defense Highways, as part of the Federal-aid system, should be 
the backbone of our highway system.” It is fair to interpret this policy as mean- 
ing that as there are increases in apportionments for the Interstate System 
there should be concurrent increases for the A-B-C system. 

However, as you well know, we are experiencing a reversal in authorization 
for the Interstate System as contemplated in the acts of 1956 and 1958. It would, 
therefore, seem to be inconsistent and not good public policy to increase authoriza- 
tion for the A—B-C systems in the face of declining authorizations for the Inter- 
state System. It is our considered judgment that the authorizations for the 
A-B-C systems for 1962 and 1963 should not be increased until the next session 
of Congress has an opportunity to study the new cost estimates, and the very 
important information which will be available to Congress under the section 210 
studies, as the basis for determining tax equity as between various classes of 
users and non-highway-user beneficiaries. 

To increase A—B-C authorizations at this time would seem to compound the 
problems involved in maintaining a proper balance between the amount of funds 
for the A—B-C and Interstate Systems. Since by law funds for the A—B-C sys- 
tems have priority over Interstate System funds in the highway trust fund, the 
relationship of an increase in A—~B-C funds to the amount available for the 
Interstate System is direct and immediate. 

With respect to the authorization of funds for the forest highways and pub- 
lic lands roads, it is noted that the President’s budget message has for the 
third successive year recommended that Federal aid for these systems be 
paid from the highway trust fund. During this time it has been necessary to 
maintain constant watch over appropriation bills, and, by points of order, prevent 
illegal use of trust fund money. The AAA has opposed efforts to circum- 
vent the intent of Congress in the 1956 Federal-aid highway law regarding the 
source of funds for forest highways and public lands roads. The policy of the 
AAA is positive and specific on the proposition that Federal-aid funds for the 
road systems in the public lands and forest areas should be drawn from general 
funds, and not from the highway trust fund. 

In order to remove any possible doubt on this point, the AAA urges Congress 
to declare publicly and in most positive terms that the policy of deriving funds 
for forest highways and public lands roads from general funds, as expressed 
in the Federal-aid law, remains the firm intention of the Congress, and will 
continue to remain so under present and anticipated circumstances. 

We hope you and other members of the House Committee on Public Works 
will support the recommendations we make in the interest of sound highway 
financing. 

Sincerely, 
RUSSELL E. SINGER, 
Executive Vice President. 


Mr. Fatxon. The committee will be in recess, subject to the call 
of the Chair. 

(Thereupon, at 12:22 p.m., the committee was adjourned, to re- 
convene at the call of the Chair.) 
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